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ABSTRACT 
 
Dramatic declines in the percent women in the Consumer Economics (CE) major at 
the University of Illinois – Urbana, from primarily female to primarily male after a merger 
with the Agricultural Economics Department, inspired an empirical study to document and 
explain the decline.  Using aggregate national data on Bachelor’s degrees awarded, and 
detailed data from 1982 through 2008 on all students who were ever CE majors from the 
campus’ Division of Management Information, we found that national trends of women in 
economics explains only a small portion of the decline, and gender composition of transfers 
into or out of the major is not the source either.  We also found that the merger played a 
significant role in the decline in the share of female CE majors at the University, as well as 
the 1997 change of the major name to include the word “Finance”.  Additionally, a likely 
source may come from changes in the gender composition of the freshman applicant pool.  
After a descriptive analysis, we estimate a regression model on the time series of interest.  
Additionally, we design recommendations on how to restore gender diversity to the CE 
major by addressing recruitment efforts with the goals of strengthening the learning 
environment for all students in the major and maintaining its overall enrollment.  Success 
of any ensuing efforts can be measured by arresting the decline in percent female in the 
major, and, by steady enrollment. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction and Research Objective 
The formulation of the question that serves as the inspiration for this research 
began as a series of observations by several ACE faculty members of the gender 
composition of their current upper-level undergraduate classes in Consumer Economics.  
The faculty members noticed that there were many more men enrolled in their required 
classes than women, implying that many more males were choosing the Consumer 
Economics/Consumer Economics & Finance (CE/F)1 major at UIUC than females.  Alone, 
this fact is relatively insignificant; the occurrence of more males choosing to major in a field 
such as CE seems plausible and relatively benign.  When contextualized with the historical 
pattern of the major’s gender composition, however, this fact becomes quite striking.  A 
change from the major being approximately two-thirds or greater female to approximately 
one-third or less female within a span of about 30 years is startling enough to merit 
investigation, and thus serves as the motivating agent underlying this project.   
Several factors contribute to the disconcertion experienced by the observant 
professors and researchers as a response to the drop in the percentage of female CE/F 
majors.  Firstly, a faculty perspective of the major's lifetime, from its inception to its current 
state (the history and details of which will be discussed in further detail in Chapter 2) 
provides a frame of reference with which to view the change in the gender composition of 
the major over its entire existence.  It is this faculty member, who has watched the major 
evolve over time to its current format, and who perhaps feels particularly invested in its 
                                                          
1 While there always existed only one concentration, which was either ‘Consumer Economics’ or ‘Consumer 
Economics & Finance’, the fact that the concentration went by two names over the observed time period is 
reflected in the acronym ‘CE/F’.  The reference to CE/F thus refers to the one concentration.   
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nature and livelihood, who finds the large drop in female CE/F majors to be most 
unsettling.  Other new faculty members do as well.  The major itself began in a social 
climate that had seen, just a few years prior, radical changes in 'traditional' women's roles.   
The major's first few years at UIUC seemed to provide an environment within which 
women could explore the field of economics, while comfortably remaining in the traditional 
sphere of home management, thus providing a 'vehicle' for female students seeking a 
transition toward social roles outside the home.  What, then, is the implication of the large 
drop in female enrollment?  Is the major still serving as a 'vehicle' for women at this point, 
or is it now serving another purpose?  Additionally, the historical and contextual issue of 
the well-documented increase in the total number of females enrolling in universities and 
earning bachelor's degrees over time (NCES 1990-2009) seems to be in direct conflict with 
the declining share of females enrolled in CE/F at UIUC.  In this case, simple logic would 
imply that the number and share of women majors would increase as a result of these 
national trends, rather than decrease.  Secondly, in the classroom, the decline in the share 
of women in the CE/F major is affecting expressed perspectives in discussions on sensitive 
family economics topics, such as marriage, divorce, child support payments, and welfare for 
single mothers.   Furthermore, as any program that has a declining proportion of women in 
the face of rising enrollment of women relative to men in colleges and universities, the 
CE/F program will be forced to improve recruitment methods and procedures in order to 
maintain its overall enrollment.  This study also has broader implications for the 
transformation of traditionally female-dominated fields into male-dominated fields, as a 
wider variety of fields of study are opening to women.  
 3 
 
A review of the literature surrounding possible answers to the objective research 
question ensues in Chapter 3, including a look at national trends in female choice of major, 
faculty opinion and concern in CE/F departments in universities across the country, 
differences among genders in discipline choice, and a brief analysis of the changing 
historical and social context within which the major has resided through time.       
The exploration of the objective question itself begins with the relatively simple task 
of addressing whether or not there has actually been a decline in women in the major at 
UIUC over time.  However, a definitive, affirmative answer to this question introduces a 
plethora of other questions that merit investigation with regards to the underlying causes 
of the decline.  These questions, formatted into several hypotheses (their methodology 
discussed in Chapter 4), are subsequently analyzed through various descriptive and 
comparative methods in Chapter 5. Ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions are conducted 
on the relevant time series, the results of which are discussed in Chapter 6. An exploration 
of plausible conclusions, along with a discussion of recommendations for actions that could 
be taken by the relevant department, and future directions for research can be found in 
Chapter 7.   
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Chapter 2. Background 
The Consumer Economics (CE) program at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign (UIUC) has changed from female- to male-dominated in the years since its 
merger with the Agricultural Economics Department in 1995.  Moreover, shortly after the 
merger, in 1997, the name of the major was changed from Consumer Economics to 
Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF).2  As the purpose of this research is to study the 
decline of women CE/F majors, after reviewing the decline, we go on to analyze in detail 
the relative decline in women in the CE/F major as a whole from its origins in 1982 to 
2008.  It breaks down observed changes into the pre- and post-merger periods, and 
investigates several possible explanations.  One is the possibility that the merger with a 
traditionally male field3 itself somehow reduced the attractiveness of the CE major to 
women.  Another is that the observed decline simply reflects national trends of women in 
Economics and/or Consumer Economics.  Alternatively, it could be explained as the 
product of a variety of factors, some specific to UIUC and others more general.  For 
example, the College of Business (CoB) at UIUC could be drawing women students with 
good GPAs away from CEF if they had increased the proportion of female students admitted 
over time. 
An analysis of enrollment in the upper-level (required) course, ‘Family Economics’ 
(ACE 476), showed a substantial decline in the percent female in the post-merger period, 
from 59 in 1995 to 33 in 2008, or by 2 percentage points per year, and a decline in the 
                                                          
2 The term ‘major’ is used here although it was actually an ‘option’ under a broader major, first International, 
Resource and Consumer Economics (IRCE) and then ACE. 
3
 The Agricultural Economics major was 22 percent female or less from 1980 to 1995.   
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number of females as well, from a high of 33 in 1997 to 15 in 2008 (Cott 2008).4  Although 
these post-merger declines were substantial, the percent female had actually declined in 
the pre-merger period as well from 86 in 1979, or by 1.6 percentage points per year (see 
Appendix Table A-1).  Therefore, it appears that the merger may simply have accelerated 
an already-existing trend, turning women from a clear majority to a minority in the course. 
 
2.1.  Historical Background of the Consumer Economics/Consumer Economics & 
Finance (CE/F) Major at UIUC 
The history of CE as a major at UIUC is rather complex.  The major began in 
academic year (AY) 1982 in what was then the Department of Family and Consumer 
Economics (FACE), one of four departments in the School of Human Resources and Family 
Studies (SHRFS), which was in the College of Agriculture.  Prior to 1979, SHRFS had been 
known as Home Economics.  Dr. Marilyn Dunsing, a student of Hazel Kyrk and Margaret 
Reid at the University of Chicago, had started the FACE program at the University of Illinois 
in 1962.  In 1979, Dr. Dunsing became Director of SHRFS and Dr. Andrea Beller was hired 
and took over her course in Family Economics.  Although it was coded as an upper-level 
undergraduate course, the class was mainly taken by (female) graduate students.  Dr. Beller 
arranged for the course to be cross-listed with the Economics Department, which had some 
majors through the College of Business (CoB), but mainly through Liberal Arts and Sciences 
(LAS).  After its commencement, FACE had a thriving Ph.D. program, but no undergraduate 
major.     
                                                          
4 The analysis was based upon data from the University’s Division of Management Information (DMI).     
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The department and School underwent several reorganizations during (what we 
label) the “pre-merger” period.  In 1995, under a pervasive reorganization of the College, 
the School was eliminated and the then-Consumer Sciences Division merged with the 
Department of Agricultural Economics to create the Department of Agricultural and 
Consumer Economics (ACE)5.   
During the majority of the pre-merger period, enrollment in the female-dominated 
CE major grew slowly but steadily, gradually moving toward greater gender integration.  
The major, which had a family, household, and (to an extent) community orientation, may 
have been perceived by students not only as covering material distinct from LAS and 
Business Economics, but also as being easier because it required less mathematics.  Women 
may have been particularly attracted to this major because it was embedded in a female-
dominated School--the focus of which was improving overall family well-being, which (at 
the time) was an acceptable vocation for women.  On the other hand, men were less 
inclined to find it acceptable to be interested in such a ‘female’ subject, and they were 
probably deterred by being in the minority.  Finally, research indicates that men tend to 
gravitate toward lucrative fields (Hoxby 2000), and perhaps did not perceive CE as such. 
In the post-merger period, the context of the major changed dramatically.  The 
newly-created ACE department was majority male, and the movement of the CE major from 
a female-dominated (School) to a male-dominated unit overall (ACE) probably changed 
                                                          
5 This merger was part of a wider reorganization of the College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental 
Sciences (ACES), formerly the College of Agriculture.  One component of the College, SHRFS, which prior to 
1979 had been Home Economics, was eliminated and its units merged with other related units in the College.  
Another one of these mergers occurred between Foods and Nutrition in SHRFS and Food Science in ACES; 
interestingly, the combined department of Food Science and Human Nutrition became more female-
dominated after the merger (Division of Management Information 2012). 
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both genders’ perceptions of it.  The Agricultural Economics component may have 
historically been perceived as being business oriented in direct contrast to the family 
orientation of the FACE Department, and this perception is likely to have carried over to 
the CE/F major.   
Relatively soon after the change in context, a name change occurred.  In 1997, the CE 
major was renamed Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF), likely cementing its business 
image.  Historically, “Finance” as a field tends to be majority male (NCES 2009).  It was two 
more years until the change took full effect as some students still graduated in the CE major 
in 1997 and 1998.  Another change occurred in 2004, when the University switched to the 
Banner computer system of record-keeping.  At the same time, the ACE 476 "Family 
Economics" course lost its crosslisting with LAS Economics, which had a subsequent 
negative influence on the number of LAS Economics majors enrolling in the course, also 
majority male.   
Currently, the CEF major has a relatively high mobility rate after the freshman and 
particularly the sophomore year.  This leads us to speculate that a gender differential in the 
rate of transfers into and/or out of the major may have had a significant impact on its 
gender composition. 
 
2.2.  What is Consumer Economics? 
Consumer Economics is an undergraduate major that evolved from the field of 
Family and Consumption Economics, developed by Hazel Kyrk and her student, Margaret 
Reid, at the University of Chicago (Beller and Kiss 2008).  The discipline evolved out of 
departments of Home Economics, and it applied economic theory to the maximization of 
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the well-being of individuals, families and households.  CE had a normative component, was 
of particular interest to women, and as such was female-dominated.   
Each year, somewhat over 1,000 degrees have been awarded in CE nationally, 
compared with between 17,000 and 25,000 degrees in economics (NCES 2008).  The major 
increased in popularity in the 1980s, but in the mid-1990s, CE faculty across the nation 
expressed concern about falling enrollment and the future of CE programs (Zick and 
Widdows 1992; 1995),6 arguing that in order to retain the vitality of college CE programs, 
the departments needed to focus on the root discipline of economics.  Currently, many of 
the programs require at least a full year of Principles of Economics, including UIUC.7  
Others asserted that such a focus could be problematic, because what distinguishes CE 
from economics is that it tends to be interdisciplinary (Geistfeld 2005) and that it focuses 
on the family and the consumer, whereas economics deals with markets at a more 
aggregate level.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
6 We discuss national trends in CE enrollment in the data analysis section of this paper. 
7 As of Fall 2010, this is fairly common in this major, including at the Universities of Georgia, Wisconsin, 
Virginia Tech, and Cornell.   At the University of Minnesota and Ohio State University, only one semester 
(Principles of Microeconomics) is required.  Prior to the merger at UIUC, only one semester of Principles (a 
choice) was required. 
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Chapter 3.  Literature Review 
While CE is not merely a synonym for economics (in fact, many CE instructors would 
attest that the two disciplines are vastly different, thus reinforcing the need for a 
separation between the two fields), they could at the very least be considered related in 
terms of area of study.  Because literature on trends in the CE/F major is sparse, and 
because there exists substantial discussion on trends in the field of economics (the root 
discipline of CE), the information available on trends in economics majors must currently 
suffice for the purposes of this paper and for the attempted explanation of the first 
hypothesis.  Thus, national trends in degrees in economics are considered, as well as 
findings related to gender differentials in the desirability of majoring in economics, and the 
argument that students who are not accepted into a business program will choose an 
economics-related major as their best alternative.   
 
3.1.  National Trends in Gender Composition of Economics Degrees 
 In this section, we review the literature on both overall trends and trends by gender 
in undergraduate degrees in economics in the U.S., drawing particularly upon the work of 
John J. Siegfried, the leading researcher in this field (e.g., 2009).   
 Researchers report a national decline in undergraduate economics degrees 
beginning in the early 1990s.  Further, they state that in 1995 and 1996, many universities 
witnessed a significant decline (68 percent) in the number of economics majors (Calkins 
and Welki 2006).  According to Siegfried (2009), the number declined by 25 percent8 in the 
                                                          
8 At both public and private institutions of higher education, including at 1st or 2nd-tier “national liberal arts 
colleges” as reported in U.S. News & World Report. 
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early 1990s, then increased fairly continuously to 2007, with the total number of 
economics degrees in 2007 surpassing those in 1991 by 12.6 percent. 
Flagship state universities9 that grant PhDs in economics (of which UIUC is one) 
account for about half of these degrees (Siegfried 2007).  Together with private universities 
that grant PhDs in economics, they were largely responsible for the drop in bachelor’s 
degrees in economics during a time when colleges overall enjoyed an increase in all 
degrees (Siegfried 2008). 
With respect to gender, Siegfried reports that the number and percentage of 
economics degrees awarded to women has fluctuated considerably, increasing from 25 to 
35 percent between 1975 and 1985, but fluctuating thereafter between 29 and 34 percent 
and most recently, was 30 percent in 2008.  Female participation in economics majors 
began the period 1990-2008, at 30 percent, while the percentage of all undergraduate 
degrees awarded to women increased from 53.9 to 57.2 percent (Siegfried 2009), 
indicating that economics as a university discipline is lagging behind other disciplines 
when it comes to embracing the opportunity of the growing proportion of female 
undergraduates across all flagship institutions (Siegfried 2008).  If applied to CE majors, 
this raises the possibility that the decline in the percent female of CE/F majors at UIUC may 
to some extent reflect national trends in the gender of economics majors.  It may also 
indicate that the CE/F major is becoming more like the economics major on a national level.   
 
 
                                                          
9 The term “flagship” refers to the leading comprehensive public research universities in U.S. states 
(Flagship).   
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3.2.  National Trends in Work Roles and Social Norms 
 As previously mentioned, the discipline of CE stemmed from the field of Home 
Economics, applying economic theory to households, families, and individuals.  As such, CE 
had a normative component, which perhaps made it a considerably popular major among 
female university students, indicated by the overwhelming female majority enrolled in the 
major at its inception and in the several years thereafter.  When viewed within a social 
context, the 1982 introduction of the major at UIUC coincided with an increased 
liberalization of societal perspectives on the roles women assumed, both in the home and 
in the workplace.  Women attending college a few decades earlier, in the late 1950s to early 
1960s, still enrolled in disciplines conducive to female-heavy careers, such as teaching or 
nursing, exhibiting similar choices in major to their counterparts in earlier generations.  
However, in the early 1970s, women began to major in fields that were more career-
oriented and would presumably lead to greater labor force attachment, such as pre-
medicine and business (Goldin, Katz and Kuziemko 2006).  This transformation was 
influenced by a number of political and social changes, including a reorganization of the 
legal structure of divorce, with the 1960s introduction of unilateral divorce based upon 
‘irreconcilable differences’ (Stevenson and Wolfers 2007), in addition to the increased 
availability of birth control in the late 1960s and early 1970s.  The reduction of the 
possibility of an unwanted pregnancy enabled more women to postpone marriage and 
child-rearing, and to attend college in increasing numbers, thereby encouraging more 
women to pursue a career outside the home (Goldin and Katz 2002), and perhaps to choose 
a major that would better facilitate the realization of these new aspirations.  Historical data 
on median age at first marriage illustrates an increased attachment to the labor force by 
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women, as illustrated by the growing share of women electing to participate in the labor 
force.  If the percentage female CE/F major at UIUC negatively correlates with the U.S. 
female median age at first marriage, it may indicate that the social change initiated in the 
1970s was continuing to fuel major choice at UIUC, even several decades later.  Indeed, if 
females viewed (and continue to view) the CE/F major as having a ‘household’ and 
‘domestic’ orientation, it may have fallen out of favor as career options expanded.   
 
3.3.  Gender Differential in the Appeal of the Economics Major 
The national trends in percent female in economics suggest that the applicant pool 
(freshmen and transfers) to the CE/F major may have become more male over time.  As 
such, a relevant literature concerns economics’ lack of appeal to women.  
Since the Principles of Economics course sequence is required in the CE/F major at 
UIUC, a gender differential in response to it can affect transfer rates.  Fournier and Sass 
(2000) find that females are less inclined than males to finish the Principles course 
sequence, and are also less likely to elect to take other economics courses beyond 
Principles.   
In an attempt to explain the reasons behind females’ lower inclination to finish the 
Principles of Economics course, and to perhaps connect them with the incidence of 
declining percentage and absolute numbers of female CE majors, we examine the literature 
pertaining to these possible reasons.  Perceived performance in the principles course 
seems to be a legitimate justification for whether or not females remain in the course 
sequence and/or major.   Calkins and Welki (2006) observed that in any economics course, 
females are more responsive to grades than males; for example, a woman who received a B 
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in a principles course would be less likely to continue on in the course sequence and 
subsequently major in economics than a male who took the same principles course and 
received a B.  In fact, the lower the earned grade, the greater the disparity between males' 
and females' persistence (Jensen and Owen 2001; Horvath, Beaudin and Wright 1992).  
Further, Bartlett, Ferber and Green (2008) find that a key factor in whether or not females 
will choose to major in economics is self-rated ability in mathematics.  In addition, both 
genders perform better in math in classrooms that are female-dominated (Hoxby 2000). 
These observations indicate that possible explanations for women choosing to withdraw 
from math-intensive majors may lie in a woman’s self-perception in her abilities relating to 
successful completion of the course.  Perhaps women, specifically CE/F majors at UIUC, are 
discouraged by their own pessimistic view of their capabilities and subsequently transfer 
out of the major in greater numbers than men do.   
 Professor gender may also play a role in influencing major choice.  Carrell, Page and 
West (2010) find a positive correlation between female college students’ initial math skills 
and relative importance of professor gender, essentially implying that the higher a female’s 
initial skills in math, the more influence the gender of the professor has over whether or 
not that female will choose to major in a mathematics-heavy discipline.  In addition, 
Bettinger and Long (2005) find that although less than one-third of professors teaching 
introductory courses in economics are female, a female student is more likely to take at 
least one additional course in economics if her introductory professor is female.  However, 
her likelihood of actually choosing to major in economics is reduced.  This may indicate 
that females might be more inclined to view economics as an interesting ‘elective’, but not 
an attractive subject in which to major (and subsequently pursue a career).   
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Personal interests and constraints may account for a significant portion of the 
discrepancy between male and female economics majors.  A woman may decide against 
majoring in economics because she believes she has more aptitude for other disciplines 
(Dynan and Rouse 1997).  Or she may desire an occupation that is more communal than 
those for which economics provides a good background (Ballard and Johnson 2005).  The 
student’s timing of the principles course within the context of his or her tenure at the 
university is also a significant factor in whether or not he or she will graduate with a degree 
in economics.  Fournier and Sass indicate that the later in the student’s undergraduate 
tenure that he or she took the first principles course, the less likely he or she was to major 
in economics (2000), implying, if applied to UIUC’s CE majors, that if a student took the 
introductory principles course later in his or her tenure at the university, then he or she 
would also be less likely to end up majoring in CE.  Additionally, while being politically 
conservative increases students’ inclination to major in economics, this is less true for 
women than for men (Fournier and Sass 2000).   
Another explanation for the gender differential in the appeal of the CEF major may 
be related to changes in exposure to CEF and/or CEF-related disciplines in high school.  
Currently, state graduation requirements for Illinois high school students indicate that all 
students must take a course in Consumer Education10 for 50 minutes per day in a nine-
week period, unless the student demonstrates comprehension of the subject by passing a 
proficiency exam (“State Graduation Requirements” 2009).  Bright students intending to 
continue on to postsecondary school may view the proficiency exam as a signal that 
                                                          
10 Students in a Consumer Education course must be instructed in three main areas: installment purchasing, 
budgeting, and comparison of prices (“Consumer Education in Illinois Schools” 2009).  Other relevant topics 
may be included in such a course, but are not required. 
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Consumer Education is not as important a subject as others in which the State Board of 
Education requires all students to enroll.  This signal might unintentionally serve as a 
barrier that keeps college-bound students from electing to take courses in or relating to 
Consumer Education.  Subsequently, these same students enter postsecondary schooling 
without being exposed to Consumer Education and other CEF-related topics, and may thus 
shy away from majoring in an unfamiliar subject such as CEF.  This relates to gender in the 
sense that females who are not exposed to Consumer Education and related fields prior to 
postsecondary schooling may be less likely to choose to take courses in CEF-related 
disciplines, thus lowering the percentage of female majors in CEF at UIUC. 
Additionally, Bartlett, Ferber and Green (2008) concluded that while ‘future career 
opportunities’ are a major determinant for both sexes in whether or not to major in 
economics, it is almost twice as important for females as for males.  This raises the question 
as to whether or not available career opportunities in CEF are being effectively showcased 
to prospective students.  If not, fewer women may be enticed to enter initially or to transfer 
in from other departments than would be possible, especially since career opportunities for 
students in the College of Business are likely to be well-known and effectively exhibited. 
 
3.4.  The Relative Attractiveness of the Business School 
While differences in mobility of women and men into and out of CE/F depend on the 
relative attractiveness of competing fields, it also depends on the likelihood of being 
accepted in them.   It may be that at UIUC, the CoB draws a disproportionate share of able 
women who might otherwise apply to CEF, while the less able ones view CEF as a viable 
alternative.  Interestingly, the CoB website itself identifies CEF as one of the “majors on 
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campus that prepare students very well for a career in business” (University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign).   
According to Siegfried and Bidani (1992), many students view the economics major 
as an alternative to the business major, causing the economics department to undergo 
direct, stiff competition from the business school.  Salemi and Eubanks (1996) developed 
their ‘discouraged-business-major hypothesis’ after they found that the number of 
economics majors at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill follows an opposite 
pattern from the number of business majors, where students who were unable to be 
accepted into the business school used the economics program as the closest alternative.  
They also discovered that students categorized as ‘discouraged business majors’ have 
significantly lower SAT scores, GPAs, and lower grades in principles of economics courses 
than ‘other economics majors’. 11  If the ‘discouraged-business-major hypothesis’ applies to 
students at UIUC, it may be inferred that there is a significant number of people viewing CE 
as a viable alternative to business and then majoring in CE after being screened out of the 
business school by failing to meet GPA standards.  
 In contrast, in a response to Salemi and Eubanks’ hypothesis, Conrad (1996), 
wondered whether or not a decline in the number of economics majors was inherently a 
bad thing, considering that the students leaving may not be all that interested in economics 
in the first place.  Conrad’s response to the ‘discouraged-business-major hypothesis’ may 
serve as a reminder for those alarmed by the transferring out of women; perhaps these 
females simply aren’t that interested in the discipline anymore.  Kasper (2008) 
acknowledges the ‘discouraged-business-major hypothesis’ along with another ‘macro-
                                                          
11 Students who choose economics for reasons other than being screened out of the business major.   
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oriented’ hypothesis to explain why there may be a substantial inflow of students into the 
economics major: students cognizant of the nation’s current economic health, particularly 
during poor economic climates, are more likely to major in economics, perhaps to help 
improve economic conditions.  The current state of the economy, therefore, may be 
spurring students (and more males than females, although it is unclear why) to choose to 
major in CE over other disciplines. 
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Chapter 4. Hypotheses, Methods, and Data  
 This section states our hypotheses in order to explain the decline in the percent and 
number of women in the CE/F major at UIUC, and briefly explains the methods used to 
examine them.   
Our first hypothesis is that trends in the percentage and number of females in the 
CE/F major simply reflect national trends.  While the fields of economics and CE are not 
precisely equivalent, the root of CE is economics; thus, trends in economics majors may 
somewhat explain and affirm trends in CE majors.  Therefore, in order to test this 
hypothesis, we compare trends in  data on CE/F majors at UIUC with trends in data on 
bachelor’s degrees awarded nationally, in economics, available from Siegfried (2010), in CE, 
and overall available through the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) website 
(NCES 2009)12. Specifically, we seek to find whether or not the decrease in the percentage 
of female CEF majors at UIUC mirrors a decrease of the same time frame and magnitude on 
a national level in economics majors.  Additionally, a comparison of trends in the percent 
female CE/F majors at UIUC with national statistics on female median age at first marriage 
may serve to illustrate any possible relationships between female potential CE/F majors 
and changing work roles and/or national social norms. 
   Our second hypothesis is that the decline in the number and percent female in the 
CE/F major at UIUC resulted from the 1995 merger with the Agricultural Economics 
Department.  Agricultural Economics has traditionally been a male-dominated field 
nationally and at UIUC, and remains so although the proportion of women in the field has 
increased in recent years (“Student Enrollment Reports” 2009).  As such, a merger of a 
                                                          
12 See Table A-2 for a comparison of data from Siegfried (2009) and NCES (2009). 
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smaller, predominantly female field (CE) with a larger, male-dominated field (Agricultural 
Economics) would likely result in a majority of men.  This may explain what occurred in the 
CE major at UIUC.  Further, the (micro) Principles of Economics course taught in ACE, the 
entry point to all ACE majors13, reflects the gender composition of the department as a 
whole, not just of the CE major itself.14   Additionally, transfers into the CE/F major are 
required to take the Principles of Economics course taught in the Economics department, 
which may further complicate the matter.  To test this hypothesis, we break down the data 
into periods before and after the merger.   
Our third hypothesis is that the addition of the word “Finance” to the title attracted 
disproportionately more males than females to the major, thus reinforcing the impact of 
the merger, because finance has also traditionally been dominated by men.  In fact, the 
Finance major in the College of Business (CoB) has not had over 35% female majors since 
the fall of 1999, with a low of 25% female in the 2006-2007 academic year (DMI 2009).     
To test this hypothesis, we compare the gender composition of the major from before and 
after its name change from CE to CEF.  We also examine trends in the gender composition 
of the Finance major nationally and in the CoB at UIUC.  (See Table A-6). 
Aside from marking the time of important changes in the CE/F major that might 
have affected the gender composition, we also developed a set of hypotheses about 
differences between men and women in movement into and out of the major based on their 
                                                          
13 Here we refer to all ACE majors who began with the Department as freshmen, but not the majors who 
transferred in. 
14 When the CE major was in SHRFS, students took the principles sequence in the Economics Department.  After 
the merger, when the micro Principles course was taken in the ACE Department, the gender composition was likely 
to be more male and the examples given in class more Agriculture-oriented, and thus less appealing to women, 
than in the previous course. 
 20 
 
different reaction to it.  Students enter either as freshmen or later as transfers.  Regrettably, 
we only have data over the entire period on the latter.   
Our fourth hypothesis is that women transfer out of the major at a higher rate than 
men do, and this has increased over time.  Women may be pulled away or pushed away.  A 
possible explanation for higher rates of female transfers-out may be that “mainstream” 
disciplines, specifically fields that have traditionally been male-dominated, are now actively 
recruiting more women, pulling them away from fields that were historically female-
dominated, such as CE/CEF.  Alternatively, women may be pushed out at a higher rate than 
men as a result of challenges they face in the department-wide micro-economic principles 
course and/or the introductory CE/F course,15 or even by the prospect of having to take 
Intermediate Microeconomic Theory in the Economics Department.16  While it would be 
difficult to determine the reason, we test the hypothesis that the gender composition of 
transfers-out of the CE/F major became more female over time. 17     
To the extent that the CoB is accepting more women with good GPAs who are 
interested in subjects similar to CEF, the number of potential applicants to CE/F would be 
reduced.  Earlier, such students may have entered CE/F in the hope of doing well enough to 
transfer to CoB, attracting many of the best students away from CE/F.  Since men earn 
lower grades, far fewer of them would have that opportunity.  Also, women would be 
                                                          
15 ACE 100 and/or ACE 270. 
16 This latter point was suggested by Professor William Walsted, a leading researcher in the field of Economic 
Education (pers. comm., November 18, 2010). 
17
If we were indeed to find that the relative female transfer-out rate has risen, we could go on to test whether the 
introductory economics and/or CEF course are somehow more discouraging to females.  However, at the present 
time, we do not have individual-level data on students who have ever taken these courses. 
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especially attracted to CoB because of the greater importance they place on job 
opportunities, in part because they are offered valuable assistance in finding jobs through 
Symplicity, the CoB’s exclusive job search system.   
To test this hypothesis, we examine (1) the percentage of women in the CoB from 
1982 to the present to determine if it became increasingly female over time (see Table A-
7), and (2) the gender composition, cumulative GPAs, and (if available) ACT scores of 
students who transferred there from CE/F (especially of those who chose to enter Finance).  
The hypothesis will be supported if the gender composition of the CoB (as well as the 
transfers from CE/F to the CoB) is increasingly female over time, and the cumulative GPAs 
and ACT scores of transfers from CE/F to CoB are high relative to those who remained 
behind.   
 Our fifth hypothesis concerns the possibility that the applicant pool for transfers 
into CE/F may have become more male because of the merger with Agricultural Economics 
and the addition of the word “finance” to the name of the major.  Agricultural Economics 
and Consumer Finance might offer more lucrative job opportunities than CE, but not as 
much so as CoB and Finance.  In order to test this hypothesis, we will analyze changes in 
the gender composition of transfers into the major over time.18   We are specifically looking 
at the major years of interest, including the years directly before, during and after 1995 
(which was when the merger occurred), the years directly before, during and after 1997 
(which was when the word “Finance” was added to the name of the major), and the years 
directly before, during and after 2004 (which was when the university’s computer system 
                                                          
18 One possible internal source of women to CEF, the predominantly-female Consumer and Textile Marketing 
(CTM) major, which had students who might have chosen CEF as a related alternative, disappeared when that 
major was terminated in 2005.   
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was overhauled and the crosslisting of the course in the Economics department was 
dropped).  An increasing proportion of male transfers-in may indicate that the transfer 
applicant pool to the CE and CEF majors has indeed become more male-dominated.   
 
4.1.  Data Description 
The UIUC data were provided by the Division of Management Information (DMI).  
First, we obtained aggregate data on the number of students enrolled in the CE/F major for 
1982 to 200819, and LAS Economics and Business Economics majors from 1979 to 2008.  
Second, we obtained data on individual students who had ever been a CE/F major from 
1982 to 2008, including their gender, class standing (i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, 
senior), all colleges/majors enrolled in during each semester at UIUC, cumulative 
undergraduate GPA, and ACT score (if reported).  Third, we obtained aggregate data on 
students enrolled in the introductory CE/F class (ACE 270) and in ACE 476 by gender and 
year, for 1982 to 2008.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
19 We combined the data for the CE and CEF majors (CE/F) because the major itself remained essentially the 
same. 
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Chapter 5. Descriptive Data Analysis 
5.1.  National Trends 
The first hypothesis we consider is that the observed decline in the percentage and 
number of females in the CE/F major at UIUC is reflective of national trends in Economics 
and/or Consumer Economics.  Table 1 presents national data on total number of 
bachelor’s degrees earned and the percent earned by women in Consumer Economics, 
Economics, and in all fields, as well as data for CE/F and Economics majors at UIUC.20   
During the period from 1990 to 2008, while the percentage of bachelor’s degrees 
earned by women rose from 53.9 to 57.5 in 2002-3, then dropped back to 57.2, the 
percentage in economics started at 30.1, reached a peak of 34 in 2000, and then receded 
back to 30.2 in 2008.  During this same period, the percent female among UIUC CE/F 
majors decreased by a dramatic 37.6 percentage points, from 63.2 to 25.6.  Despite this 
decline, the percent of women majors in CE/F exceeded that in economics throughout 
virtually the entire period (except in 2000), both locally and nationally.  Since its local peak 
in 2000, the percent women in economics at UIUC declined considerably more rapidly than 
it did nationally.  This is of some concern for CEF because the majors take at least two 
courses in the economics department.  Thus, whatever is transpiring there could be 
affecting CEF (and other ACE majors as well).21  Throughout the period, the percentage 
female among bachelor’s degree recipients in CE nationally is higher than locally (except in 
1993), but it is mostly only slightly higher until 1995 (the year of the merger) and after, 
                                                          
20 All of the data is shown for 1990 to 2008; some is also shown for earlier or later years.  Siegfried’s own 
(2009) survey data on economics degrees by gender are only available beginning in 1990, while national data 
on CE degrees are only available beginning in 1987.     
21 One possibility is issues with Intermediate Economic Theory (ECON 302). 
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when the percentage female drops to between 20 and 30 percentage points at UIUC.22  The 
percent female of CE degrees nationally first rose and then fell, ending the period 1990-
2008 almost exactly where it began.  While local and national percentages in CE diverge 
significantly beginning in 1995, both drift downward from that point on.  These data 
suggest that local trends may reflect national developments in economics, and to a lesser 
extent since the mid-1990s in consumer economics.   
 
5.2.  The Merger and Name Change 
Our second and third hypotheses are that the merger with Agricultural Economics 
reduced the proportion of women in CE, as did the name change from CE to CEF.  Table 2 
shows the number of men and women majors from 1982 to 2010, with the years of the 
merger (1995) and the name change (1997) highlighted.  The percent of women in the 
CE/F major declined dramatically from 86 in 1983 to 29 in 2010, a decrease of 57 
percentage points in around three decades, or nearly 20 percentage points per decade.  The 
CE major grew fairly steadily after the name change until it peaked at 150 students in AY 
2007.  The introduction of a new ACE major, Financial Planning (FP), in August 2008 
admitted incoming freshmen as well as internal transfers.  The FP major is at least partially 
responsible for the decline in CEF majors, which had dropped from 150 to 80 students by 
the fall semester of 2010.  It is likely that some students who majored in CEF were actually 
more interested in “F” than in CE and were perhaps ‘settling’ for CEF for lack of a better 
alternative.  It is possible that the sharp decline in percent female between 2007 and 2008 
                                                          
22 While it would be preferable to compare degrees in CE/F at UIUC to degrees nationally, we only have data 
on degrees awarded in CEF by gender from 1999 on.  Also, the percentages vary significantly from year to 
year, given the small number of students graduating in the major in most years. 
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may also derive from the introduction of this new major, suggesting that women were 
more interested at first than men. 
Consistent with the “Merger” hypothesis, although female enrollment rose from 15 
in 1995 to a high of 51 in 2007, the percent of women declined during the same period 
from 45.5 to 34.0; both the number and percent declined thereafter.  Still, the percent of 
women had already declined from 86 in 1983 to 63 in 1994 at a rate double that of post-
merger.  Even so, the percent of women plummeted by 17.7 percentage points, from 63.2 in 
1994 to 45.5 in 199523, suggesting that the merger likely played a major part.      
                                                          
23 Results from a t-test analyzing the differences between the mean percentage female before the merger (from 
1983 to 1994) to the mean percentage female after the merger (from 1995-2003) indicate that the differences 
between these two means are statistically significant. 
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Further, between 1997, the year the word “Finance” was added, and 1998, the percent of 
women dropped substantially again, this time by 13 percentage points to 34.  Interestingly, 
the number of women was unchanged indicating that additional men were drawn into the 
program when the word “finance” appeared in the title.  The percent subsequently held 
steady to 2007 then dropped precipitously again when the Financial Planning major began, 
before appearing to level off.  These precipitous declines may be explainable in part by the 
concept of tipping (e.g., Pan 2011).  Despite the subsequent rise in the number of women, 
from 18 in 1997 to a maximum of 51 in 2007, it was far less than the rise in the number of 
men, from 20 to 99, causing a decline in the percent female from 47 to 34.  This suggests 
that the name change might have reinforced the business image that had begun to take 
hold, attracting disproportionately more men into the program.  Figure 1 presents this 
data graphically.  It is these differences in women’s and men’s entry into or exits from the 
major that we go on to explore in the next two sections. 
 
5.3.  Transfers Out of the Major 
Our fourth hypothesis is that the rate at which females transfer out of the CE/F 
major has increased relative to that of males.  Table 3 shows the number and percent of 
men and women who transferred out of CE/F for each year, 1982-2008.  In order to 
determine a mobility rate for each group, it also shows the male, female, and total numbers 
of transfers out as a percent of all CE/F majors in that year.  As shown in col. 4, between 
1982 and 2008, as many as 418 students, or about one-quarter of all CE majors (col. 14), 
transferred out of CE/F.  Of these, 202 (or 48 percent) were women (col. 3), just a bit above 
their proportion of the major as a whole (col. 9).   
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 These data show a great deal of year-to-year variation in students transferring out 
of the CE/F major.  Summary statistics for the pre-merger (1982-1994) and post-merger 
(1995-2008) periods (and pre- and post-name change), are depicted in the lower panels of 
the table.  Col. 14 shows that the transfer out rate was actually higher on average pre- than 
post-merger at 34 compared with 21 percent.  The outward mobility rate actually declined 
more for women, from 35 to 20 percent (col. 12), than for men, from 33 to 21 percent (col. 
10).  Thus, the rate at which women transferred out of CE/F did not increase relative to 
that of men, and post-merger women are slightly less likely to transfer out of CE/F than 
men are and the overall outward mobility rate has diminished as well.  The conclusions are 
basically the same for pre- to post-name change. 
 Another possible cause of the decreasing percentage of female CE majors is that 
historically male-dominated fields have been increasingly admitting more women and 
attracting them away from predominantly-female fields like Consumer Economics, either 
as freshmen or as transfers.  Table 4 shows the Colleges and majors CE/F students 
transferred into between 1982 and 2008.  LAS attracted 57 percent (116) of all female 
transfers out (col. 9 (6)), followed by any different major in the ACES College, with 23 
percent (47) of all female transfers out.  This was followed far behind by the CoB with only 
7.4 percent of female transfers (while 19 percent of male transfers entered the latter), with 
the remaining 12 percent going to other colleges. 
By major, it is clear that females transferring out of CE/F are most attracted to 
English and Communication, along with Economics in LAS as a close second.  Interestingly, 
English and Communication are both fields that have been historically female.  Also, third is 
Other Social or Behavioral Science majors in LAS, including Political Science and 
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Psychology, which were gender-integrated to a great extent during this period.  On the 
other hand, the Agribusiness, Farm and Financial Management (AFFM) major in ACE has 
been historically male, making the fact that it receives the next largest percent of all female 
transfers-out of CE/F (5.4 percent) consistent with increasing female-friendliness.  These 
results suggest that although previously strongly male fields may have been accepting 
more women, this has not necessarily been the main drain on female CE/F majors at UIUC.  
However, the majors that women transfer to may have changed post-merger as new fields 
opened to them, and this table covers the whole period combined. 
Table 5 breaks down the three most popular majors that CE/F students transferred 
into, LAS Economics, LAS English and Communication, and LAS Other Social & Behavioral 
Sciences by pre- and post-merger in order to determine how their popularity changed over 
time.  The percent female among transfers to LAS Economics is significantly lower post-
merger than pre-merger (col. 3), but, it comprises an increased share of all female transfers 
out (col. 4).  By contrast, the percent going to LAS English and Communication, a heavily 
female field, is higher in the pre-merger than in the post-merger period, when it closely 
resembles the gender composition of transfers to LAS Economics (col. 7).  Additionally, the 
percent female transferring to LAS Other Social and Behavioral Sciences pre-merger is 
decreased by half post-merger (col. 11), reflected as well in the same major as a percent of 
all female transfers-out (col. 12).  These findings suggest that pre-merger, some portion of 
the female transfers out were seeking a major that was socially acceptable for women, but 
that this is much less true post-merger. 
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5.4.  Relationship to the College of Business    
Table 6 illustrates the numbers and percentage female of transfers out from CE/F 
to any major in the CoB from 1982 to 2008.  In all, 56 students transferred into the CoB out 
of a total of 418 transfers, or roughly 13 percent (col. 1).  Out of these, 15 were women (col. 
3), comprising about one-fourth of those who transferred from CE/F to the CoB (col. 4).  
Out of the total of 202 female transfers out from 1982 to 2008, the CoB attracted 7.4 
percent, which is not sufficient to consider it a significant drain on women.  By contrast, the 
CoB took 41 men (col. 2) or 19 percent of all male transfers-out of CEF.   
Table 6 also depicts the quality of the students who transferred from CE/F to the 
CoB; we had speculated that they would take the highest-quality students (and that they 
were more likely to be women since they get higher grades).  From 1982 to 2008, the 
average cumulative GPA (as of graduation and/or last recorded semester at UIUC) of 
women who transferred to the CoB is 3.3, and the average cumulative GPA of men is 3.5, 
while the average ACT score for women is 25.9, and for men is 26.0.  Thus, when 
considering quality measures such as (weighted) average cumulative GPA and/or average 
ACT score, the data are inconsistent with the hypothesis that the women who transfer to 
the CoB are more highly qualified than the men.  Since they are neither more numerous nor 
of higher quality, it does not appear that the CoB is creaming off many higher quality 
women than men.24   
 
                                                          
24 Since the University did not begin recording admitted student ACT scores until 1997, due to the small sample 
size, it is difficult to come to any robust conclusions on gender differences in ACT scores.   
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5.5.   Transfers Into the Major 
 A change in the gender composition of the transfer applicant pool to increasingly 
male would be another reason for the decline in the percent female in the CE/F major.  
Table 7 presents relevant data by year, 1982-2008.  In the years before the merger, it was 
mainly women who transferred in, but this changed directly after the name was changed in 
1997.  By 1998, the number of men transfers per year had increased to 7, and roughly 
remained there through 2003, but even so, the number of women transfers, although it 
declined, remained higher.  After 2003, the number of male transfers-in grew large and 
exceeded the rate for females.  The percent female among transfers-in has decreased from 
78 pre-merger to 46 percent post-merger (col. 5), as the total number of transfers-in per 
year has clearly risen since the name change (col. 2).  Transfers-in as a percent of all CE/F 
majors averaged about 20 percent over the entire period from 1982 to 2008 (col. 14).  By 
period, the rate of transfers into CE/F declined from 23 percent, on average, pre-merger to 
18.7 percent post-merger (col. 14) with female transfers as a percent of female CE/F 
majors decreasing from 26.6 pre-merger to 24.1 post-merger (col. 12).  Further, as the 
number of students in the major has risen, transfers comprise a decreasing proportion of 
students.  By contrast, post-name change, the directions are reversed, at least for males.  
The percent of transfers in as a percent of majors of their own gender increased by almost 
four percentage points for males (col. 10) and one percentage point for females (col. 12), 
but female transfers comprised a declining proportion of all CE majors (col. 13).   
We also analyzed where the transfers to CE/F came from (see Table 8).  The 101 
women who came from elsewhere within ACES (col. 6) comprised 52.9 percent of total 
female transfers (col. 9).  The largest number of transfers (155, of whom 81 were women) 
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came from LAS (97 of them from LAS General, 49 women).  The female transfers-in from 
LAS comprised almost one-half of all female transfers into the major, at 42.4 percent (col. 
9).25  The next largest contributing majors were Food Science and Human Nutrition (FSHN - 
35 total, 27 women) for 14.1 percent of all female transfers, and Consumer and Textile 
Marketing (CTM - 26, 20 women) for 10.5 percent of all females transferring in.  
AgriBusiness, Farm and Financial Management (AFFM - 29 students total; 16 women), an 
ACE major, comprised 8.4 percent of all female transfers into CE/F, the same percentage as 
General Home Economics (16 total, 16 women).  Still, it may be inferred that as the General 
Home Economics majors were gradually phased out, the students previously enrolled 
chose CE, which may have been the closest alternative.   
Table 9 combines transfers in and transfers out together to examine the net 
transfer rate.  Col. (2) illustrates that over the period from 1987 to 2000, there were more 
transfers out of the CE/F major than transfers into it, indicating a net transfer deficit.  In 
fact, aside from a short period from 1984 to 1986, only in more recent years (2005 to 
2007) has the major enjoyed receiving more transfers in than out, falling back into a deficit 
in 2008, with a net loss of 9 students, likely to the new Financial Planning major.  The net 
transfers before the name change, at a loss of 79, is strikingly greater than after the name 
change, with a loss of just 3 students.   
Interestingly, when net transfers are separated by gender, in the time period prior 
to the merger, there is a positive net change of one female (col. (5)), while after the merger, 
there is a positive net change of an astounding 59 females.  Thus, it seems that in actuality 
                                                          
25 Interestingly, only 2 women and 2 men transferred in from the CoB.     
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there were more females transferring into the major after than before the merger 
compared to men, casting severe doubt on the fourth hypothesis.   
To summarize our descriptive results, we find that trends in national data may be 
reflected locally, especially since the merger, and that the merger and the name change may 
well have been major influences in the downward trend in the share of female CE/F majors 
over time.  Still, the mobility rate for women transferring out of the major was actually 
higher before the merger than it was after the merger.  We also find that the quality of 
women transferring from CE/F into the CoB is not necessarily better than the quality of 
men transferring out from and into the same majors.  Female transfers into the major have 
indeed comprised a declining share of all CE majors, indicating that a smaller proportion of 
women have been enticed to switch into the CEF major in recent years; however, 
interestingly, there has been a positive net change in transfers of females since the merger 
occurred. 
In the next chapter, we go on to combine data on several of these hypotheses into a 
single regression framework to assess their relative contributions to the overall decline in 
percent female in the CE/F major. 
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Chapter 6.  Regression Analysis 
A thorough investigation into the existence of possible underlying trends in our data 
would not be complete without statistical regression analysis.  We analyze the data first by 
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) on the percent female in Consumer Economics at UIUC, both 
with and without a trend variable.  Since the data are a time series, we then use OLS on the 
first-differences in percent female.  The limitation of this method is that we have relatively 
few observations. 
6.1.  Percent Female in Consumer Economics at UIUC 
Our data were first analyzed using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions on the 
percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC, which is denoted by Y as defined in Table 10.  
The results are presented in Tables 12a and 12b.  Each regression reported in Table 12a 
was conducted over 26 observations; one for each year, from 1983 to 2008, while those in 
Table 12b were on a smaller sample of 22 observations.  The remaining variables used in 
our econometric analysis are also defined in Table 10, and they will be discussed here in 
turn as they are introduced with each successive regression.   
 In Table 12a, regression (1) is constructed as a simple regression with only one 
independent variable, which is Trend.  The Trend variable essentially assigns a number to 
each observation, effectively allowing each observation to be ordered and indexed.  Thus, 
the observation for the first year, 1983, is assigned a value of 1, 1984 is assigned a value of 
2, and so on, up to 2008, which is assigned a value of 26.  The results of regression (1) in 
Table 12a show the Trend variable as being statistically significant at the 0.01 level with a 
coefficient of -2.18.  This means that, when nothing else is accounted for in the regression, 
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an increase in Trend by 1 (year) corresponds to a decrease in Y of -2.18 percentage points.  
Thus, we see that with each passing year, the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC is 
decreasing by about 2 percentage points.   
 In column (2) of Table 12a, we add to the Trend variable, a variable we labeled 
Merge.  Merge is a dummy variable, defined in Table 10, that indicates whether or not the 
merger had occurred in the year of observation.  A value of 0 is given to all observations in 
the years 1983 to 1994, and a value of 1 is assigned to the years 1995 to 2008.  The 
addition of the Merge dummy illustrates our attempt to test the hypothesis that the merger 
itself had a negative effect on the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC.  Its coefficient 
of -16.26 is highly significant, indicating that the merger having occurred in the observation 
year strongly corresponds to a decrease in Y of 16.26 percentage points.  This implies that 
the merger may have been a major influence in the decline over time in the percent female 
of CE/F majors at UIUC.  Additionally, the Trend variable remains highly significant, with a 
coefficient of -1.25, illustrating again that there exists a decline over time in the percent 
female CE/F majors at UIUC that is not associated with the merger per se.  The reduction in 
the coefficient from 2 to just over 1 percentage point per year suggests that nearly half of 
the decline can be accounted for by the merger.   The adjusted R2 value is 0.903, which not 
only is greater than the adjusted R2 value of 0.812 in regression (1), but is also the highest 
in all of Table 12a.  At the very least, this indicates that the introduction of Merge in 
regression (2) allows the model to account for a much greater amount of variance in the 
regressed data than regression (1). 
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 Column (3) in Table 12a breaks Merge into two separate variables, MergeDiff and 
AfterMerger.  MergeDiff, as defined in Table 10, is a first-differenced version of the Merge 
dummy, with a value of 1 assigned to the year of the merger only, 1995, and a value of zero 
for all other observations.  AfterMerger is a dummy variable that indicates whether or not 
the merger had already occurred in the particular year of observation.  Accordingly, it takes 
on the value of 0 for the years of 1983 to 1995, and a value of 1 for the remaining years.  As 
a result, the AfterMerger variable is defined in the same manner as Merge, with the 
exception of the 1995 observation, which is 1 for Merge, but 0 for AfterMerger. 
 The results from regression (3) in Table 12a show that both of these newly 
introduced variables are indeed significant at the 0.05 level.  The coefficient for MergeDiff is 
-16.57, which would not be significantly different from the coefficient for Merge in 
regression (2) of -16.26, indicating that the 1995 occurrence of the merger corresponds to 
a decrease in Y of 16.57 percentage points.  The coefficient for AfterMerger, -17.84, shows 
that whether or not the merger had already happened implies a decline in Y of 17.84 
percentage points, which is 1.3 percentage points greater than in 1995 alone.  The Trend 
variable remains highly significant, dropping still closer to 1 percentage point, reiterating 
the downward trend in Y.  
 The AfterName dummy variable is introduced in regression (4) in Table 12a, but  
this regression does not control for the trend.  It serves as an indicator of whether or not 
the name change had already occurred by the particular year of observation.  That is, 
AfterName assigns a value of 0 for 1983 to 1997, and a value of 1 for 1998 to 2008.  While 
the name change had officially taken place in 1997, there were still students in the major 
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with the old name (CE) that needed to graduate so we introduce a lag of one year.  The 
AfterName variable was significant at the 0.05 level, with a coefficient of -10.04.  This 
illustrates that having had the name change occur corresponds with a decrease in the 
percent female of CE/F majors at UIUC of 10.04 percentage points, indicating that the 
change in the name of the major did, in fact, have an impact on Y.   The absence of the Trend 
variable from this regression, may also account for the increase in value of the Merge 
coefficient to a significant -24.63.  Thus, without removing the trend from the equation, 
Merge appears to account for a decrease in Y of 24.63 percentage points, the largest 
negative coefficient on Merge in Table 12a.   
 The reintroduction of the Trend variable in col. (5) seems to render the AfterName 
variable insignificant, and it remains so in all further variations on this regression shown in 
Table 12a.  Both Merge and Trend remain significant at the 0.01 level, however, with 
estimates similar to those in col. (2), with a coefficient of -15.88 on Merge and of  -1.17 on 
Trend.  This implies that there was an underlying ongoing trend competing with the name 
change, and thus that we are unable to conclude that the name change from Consumer 
Economics (CE) to Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF) had any further effect on 
percent female beyond that of the merger itself. 
 Regression (6) in Table 12a is also similarly structured in variables to regression 
(4), with the omission of Trend and the presence of Merge and AfterName.  However, it 
introduces the variable describing the percentage of 4-year degrees earned in the U.S. by 
females, which we labeled as n in Table 10.  The coefficient on this variable of -3.50, is 
significant at the 0.01 level, indicating that a 1-unit increase in n corresponds to a drop in Y 
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of 3.50 percentage points.  While AfterName is also rendered insignificant by this insertion, 
Merge remains significant at the 0.01 level with a drop of 1.3 percentage points in its  
coefficient to a value of -14.53, again reinforcing that the merger may have played a 
substantial role in the decline of Y over time.  The adjusted R2 value for the regression in 
col. (6), at 0.900, is the same value as in regression (5), which suggests that dropping the 
Trend variable and adding n to the model may accomplish the same thing, as far as 
explaining the variance in the data is concerned.   
 Regression (7) can be compared to regression (5) due to the similarity in the 
variable structure of the two regression models.  But regression (7) distinguishes itself 
from regression (5) via the addition of the n variable.  It adds the Trend variable back in, 
which renders the coefficient on n insignificant.  Interestingly, while n itself is not 
significant, the coefficient on Trend becomes insignificant, suggesting that Trend and n may 
be capturing the same or a similar concept and cannot be distinguished.  Additionally, the 
only significant variable in regression (7) is Merge, with a somewhat smaller coefficient of -
13.97.  Nevertheless, the adjusted R2 is higher than in all regressions in this table except 
(2), suggesting that there is likely some strong correlations among these variables. 
 Similarities in variable structure exist between regressions (8) and (6) as well.  Both 
models employ the Merge, AfterName, and n variables, while omitting Trend.  Regression 
(8) introduces a variable representing the percent female among Economics majors at 
UIUC, denoted by ec in Table 10.  The incorporation of ec, while not significant itself, 
reduces the magnitude of the coefficient on Merge to -13.75 and its significance from 0.01 
to 0.05.  With the absence of Trend, n regains its statistical significance, and an increase in n 
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is negatively correlated with a decrease in Y of a magnitude of 3.37 percentage points.  It 
also bears mentioning that compared to regression (7), the adjusted R2 value for regression 
(8) is slightly lowered.  This may indicate that the inclusion of Trend and the exclusion of ec 
may be slightly preferable to the inclusion of ec and the exclusion of Trend for purposes of 
the model’s goodness of fit.   
 Regression (9) utilizes all the same variables as the previous regression (8), but 
adds back in the variable for Trend.  Again, as in regression (7), Trend itself is not 
significant, and its inclusion in the model also renders n insignificant.  Only Merge remains 
significant, with a coefficient of -15.33 in this regression.   
Table 12b consists of OLS regressions very similar to those in Table 12a, but with 
22 observations instead of the previous 26.  The reduction in observations was necessary 
due to the fact that the national data on degrees earned in specific fields was unavailable 
prior to 1987.   
 Regression (1) in Table 12b is modeled in exactly the same way as regression (8) in 
Table 12a.  This was done in order to analyze the impact of the reduction in the number of 
observations on the effectiveness of the model.  Specifically, the regression makes use of 
the Merge, AfterName, n and ec variables, and excludes Trend.  In both regressions, Merge is 
significant at the 0.05 level, and both have coefficient values that are quite close to each 
other, with the one from regression (1) in Table 12b at -14.47 slightly larger than, from 
regression (8) in Table 12a at -13.75.  The coefficients on AfterName and ec are not 
significant in either regression, and the adjusted R2 values are very similar.  This implies 
that the effectiveness of both models in explaining the variance in the data is roughly the 
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same.  The noteworthy difference between the two regressions is that in regression (8) 
from Table 12a, n is highly statistically significant, while n is insignificant in regression (1) 
in Table 12b.  Thus, it can be surmised that the reduction in sample size influenced the loss 
of significance for the n variable in the latter regression.  However, it should also be noted 
that when the Trend variable is present in any regression in Table 12a or Table 12b, n is 
always insignificant.   
 In Table 12b, regression (2) is modeled in precisely the same way as regression (9) 
in Table 12a, which was also done for the analysis of the impact from the sample size 
reduction.  Again, both regressions include Merge, AfterName, n, ec and Trend, with the only 
difference being 26 observations in regression (9) from Table 12a and only 22 
observations in regression (2) from Table 12b.  In this case, the significance level of Merge 
is the same for both regressions at 0.05, with the rest of the coefficients being insignificant.  
The close similarity of these results implies that perhaps the change in sample size matters 
less if the Trend variable is included in the model.  Still, it is worth noting that there exists a 
larger gap between the adjusted R2 values of these two regressions (a difference of 0.017) 
than the regressions discussed in the previous paragraph (a difference of 0.01).  This likely 
means that the reduction in observations lowers the effectiveness of the model to 
accurately explain the variance in the data.  
 Regression (3) in Table 12b again incorporates Merge, AfterName, and n in its 
model.  It also introduces the variable, ne, which represents the percentage of economics 
degrees earned in the U.S. by females.  The Trend variable was not included.  This 
regression produced some interesting results.  Its main finding is that the coefficient for ne 
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is 1.98 and is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.  This implies that a 1-unit increase in 
ne correlates positively to an increase in Y of 1.98 percentage points, which could mean 
that the percentage of economics degrees earned in the U.S. by females has a small positive 
impact on the percent female UIUC CE/F majors, as hypothesized.  In addition, the 
AfterName dummy becomes significant at the 0.05 level with a coefficient value of -10.94.  
This particular variable has not been significant in any of our previously discussed 
regressions, with the exception of that in col. (4) in Table 12a.  It is perhaps important to 
recall that regression (4) from Table 12a also excludes Trend, which might imply that the 
absence of the Trend variable may contribute to an increase in significance of AfterName.  
The value of the coefficient for AfterName of -10.94 suggests that the name change having 
already occurred corresponds with a decrease in Y of 10.94 percentage points.  
Also in regression (3), Merge is statistically significant at the level of 0.01, which is 
the highest significance level of all regressions presented in Table 12b.  The coefficient for 
Merge is -19.70.  Because Merge was statistically significant at a level of 0.01 in all but one 
of the regressions in Table 12a, it may be concluded that the smaller sample size reduced 
the significance levels of the Merge variable.  Additionally, the adjusted R2 value for 
regression (3) in Table 12b of 0.904 is the highest adjusted R2 value of all presented 
regressions in this chapter.  This could indicate that the model in this particular regression 
might most effectively explain the variance in the data.   
The final regression in Table 12b adds both the percentage of U.S. Consumer 
Economics degrees earned by women (nc) and the Trend variable.  Interestingly, AfterName 
is significant at the 0.10 level with a coefficient of -13.59.  This could indicate that the name 
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change having already occurred might influence the decline in Y by 13.59 percentage 
points.  The coefficient for ne, 2.79, is significant at the 0.10 level as well, implying again 
that ne might have a small positive influence on the percent female UIUC CE/F majors.  
Unfortunately, the newly-introduced nc variable is not significant.  However, it is possible 
that the introduction of nc might have somewhat reduced the significance levels of ne  
AfterName, and Merge in comparison with the significance levels of the same variables in 
regression (3) in Table 12b.  The variable representing the trend is now completely 
insignificant, suggesting that the combination of the three percent female variables or those 
three plus the AfterName variable fully capture the trends going on over the period 1987-
2008.  However, a joint F-test on the three variables together with an F-value of 1.57, is 
insignificant, as is the F-test for the four variables taken together, with an F-value of 1.50.  
 
6.2.  First-Differences in Percent Female in Consumer Economics at UIUC 
Because each data point of the aggregate data is measured once per year, we 
consider our data set to be a time series, and treat it accordingly.  Ideally, time series on 
which we can effectively conduct econometric analysis must be stationary; that is, the basic 
statistical aspects of the series (such as mean and variance) must be constant over time 
(Nau 2005).   Figure 2 illustrates the percent female majors in CE/F at UIUC over the time 
period of interest.  A cursory inspection of Figure 2 indicates that the series is 
nonstationary.   
To test the stationarity of Y, the dependent variable, the original and transformed 
data are presented for reference in Table 11.   We first consider the correlogram of Y in 
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Figure 3.  As the figure illustrates, the autocorrelation coefficient for this time series starts 
out at a very high value at lag 1 (0.7712) and then decreases as the lag value is lengthened, 
which indicates that this particular series is nonstationary.  We additionally conduct the 
Dickey-Fuller test for a unit root in the dependent variable, which is shown in row 1 of 
Table 13.  Because the p-value for the test statistic is 0.568 and thus is not significant, we 
reject the Dickey-Fuller null hypothesis that our time series of interest is stationary.  As a 
result of our testing for a unit root, it can reasonably be concluded that the dependent 
variable is indeed nonstationary, and that the time series must be transformed into a series 
that is stationary in order for effective statistical analysis to be conducted upon it (Gujarati 
2003). 
The Dickey-Fuller test not only allows us to check for stationarity; it also allows us 
to determine exactly how to transform the time series.  In fact, the presence of a unit root 
indicates that the first differences of the series are stationary, implying that we may 
conduct analysis upon the first differences of Y (Gujarati 2003).  Thus, if the original 
dependent variable (percent female majors in CE/F at UIUC) at time t is denoted by Y(t), 
then the first difference of Y at time t is Y(t) – Y(t-1) (Nau 2005).  In our analysis, we name 
the first difference of Y as dY, which is shown in Figure 4.  The correlogram of dY in Figure 
5 illustrates that the autocorrelation coefficient for this time series starts at a much lower 
value than the correlogram for Y (in Figure 2) at lag 1 (-0.1396).  Then, for the next 8 lags, 
the autocorrelations oscillate above and below zero, which indicates that this particular 
series is now stationary.  A Dickey-Fuller test conducted on the dY series (as shown in row 
2 of Table 13) with a test statistic of -5.321 indicates that dY is stationary.  Consequently, 
our statistical analysis is executed upon dY as the dependent variable of interest.   
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Because the other non-binary explanatory variables of interest are time series 
themselves, they must also be tested for stationarity and/or the existence of a unit root.  
Their respective Dickey-Fuller tests for a unit root are also shown in Table 13.  While some 
variables had more severe autocorrelation than others, such as EC (our label for the 
variable of the percent female majors in Economics at UIUC), all the variables in question 
had the presence of a unit root, and were therefore transformed by taking the first 
differences of each respective series.  The newly generated series, denoted by adding a d to 
the beginning of their original variable label, exhibit stationarity, as also shown in the unit 
root tests in Table 13.   
Due to the amount of differenced time series incorporated into this model, it is also 
important to explore the economic meaning of a first difference within the context of the 
original (nonstationary) variable.  When analyzing two consecutive data points in a time 
series, a calculated first difference illustrates the direction and magnitude of movement of 
the latter data point with respect to the former.  A positive number resulting from a first 
difference implies that the second (later) data point has a larger value than the first 
(earlier) point.  Calculated, this is mathematically translated to the idea that in the first-
difference equation delineated previously,              if a positive number results, 
then the data point represented by      is larger than the data point represented by 
      .  Several consecutive positive first differences indicate that the series is increasing.  
The converse is true for negative differences.  In essence, a first difference is somewhat of a 
crude derivative, and its meaning can be devised similarly.  In the case of our research, a 
positive value for dY would designate an increase in the percent female of CE/F majors at 
UIUC, and a negative value would indicate the opposite.   
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Gleaning meaningful information from Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression 
analysis, even with the transformed series, proved to be difficult due to the small sample 
size, the limitations of which will be discussed later in this chapter.  The most informative 
regressions with which we can make the most effective conclusions are shown in Table 14.  
For all of the listed regressions, a Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was calculated for each 
variable in order to check for multicollinearity.  None of the VIFs were significantly large, 
indicating that the problem of multicollinearity, if present in the regression, should 
probably be ignored (Gujarati 2003).   
Due to the incorporation of lags in time series econometric modeling, the number of 
observations is decreased by one, with the regression necessarily omitting the first 
observation.  Thus, the full and truncated data sets, which in Table 12a and Table 12b had 
26 and 22 observations, respectively, now become 25 observations and 21 observations in 
the following regressions in Table 14.  Specifically, regressions (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) in 
Table 14 all have 25 observations, and regressions (6), (7) and (8) have only 21 
observations.  We next will discuss each regression in turn. 
Regression (1) in Table 14 reintroduces the MergeDiff variable, originally seen in 
regression (3) of Table 12a.  Recall from Table 10 that MergeDiff is itself essentially a first-
differenced version of the Merge variable, and as such we use it as a starting point for the 
construction of the time series regressions.  In the case of regression (1) in Table 14, the 
coefficient for MergeDiff has a value of -15.94 and is significant at the 0.05 level.  This may 
be interpreted as the occurrence of the merger alone in 1995 influencing the change in dY 
by a decrease of 15.94 percentage points, which reinforces our earlier OLS findings that the 
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merger possibly had a major impact on Y.  The adjusted R2 value of 0.130 for this 
regression as well as for the other regressions in Table 14 are dramatically lower than the 
adjusted R2 values reported in the OLS regressions in Table 12a and Table 12b.  While 
these newer adjusted R2 values may seem low in comparison to their counterparts in Table 
12a and Table 12b, their magnitude is typical of OLS regressions with time series (Gujarati 
2003, pg 217-23).   
Regression (2) in Table 14 adds to regression (1) a first-differenced AfterName 
variable, which we labeled AfterNameDiff.  This variable, as defined in Table 10, consists of 
a value of 1 for the 1998 data point, and 0 at all other data points.  The results of regression 
(2) in Table 14 are quite similar to those of regression (1) from the same table, with 
MergeDiff again being significant at the 0.05 level and a coefficient value of -16.44.  The 
coefficient of the newly-introduced AfterNameDiff variable is insignificant at conventional 
test levels, but is quite close to significant at the 10% level.26  Its negative value is 12.14, 
showing an additional drop in the year after the name change.  Its incorporation into the 
model may have influenced the increase in value of the adjusted R2 to 0.195, which is the 
highest adjusted R2 value reported in Table 14.   
In regression (3) in Table 14, the AfterMerger variable is added to the independent 
variables used in regression (2).  While this variable itself is not significant, it seems that its 
introduction made the coefficient for AfterNameDiff, -12.87, become significant at the 0.10 
level.  This could mean that the sole occurrence of the name change might have impacted 
                                                          
26 Since the number of variables and thus the degrees of freedom vary with the regression, and the number of 
observations is so small, the cutoffs for statistical significance at each level vary with the regressions. 
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dY by -12.87 percentage points.  The Merge variable is again significant at the 0.05 level, 
and has a value of -15.65, which is reassuringly approximate to the two previous values for 
Merge and to those in Tables 12a and 12b.  It may be worth noting that the introduction of 
AfterMerger coincided with a reduction of the adjusted R2 value to 0.167, suggesting that 
the model in col. (3) accounts for a smaller portion of the variance in the data than the 
model in col. (2).   
Regression (4) in Table 14 manipulates the model in regression (3) by omitting the 
AfterMerger variable and adding a first-differenced variable for n, the percent female of all 
degrees earned in the U.S., which we denote as dn (see Table 10 for details on the 
definition of dn).  Apparently, the combination of removing AfterMerger and adding dn 
served to remove the significance of AfterNameDiff and to increase the negative value of 
MergeDiff by one percentage point to -16.71, at a significance level of 0.05.  
Structurally similar in variables to regression (4) in Table 14, regression (5) adds 
the first-differenced variable for ec, the percent female of consumer economics degrees 
earned at UIUC (which we label dec) to its model. The results are similar to those in col. (4), 
and dec is insignificant.  Much like the rest of the regression results presented in Tables 
12a, 12b and 14, this further supports the idea of a possible influence on the decline over 
time of the percentage of female CE/F majors at UIUC by the merger.  
Columns 6, 7, and 8 in Table 14 report the time-series regression results that were 
conducted on only 21 observations, from 1987 to 2008.  Regression (6) was constructed as 
identical to the one in col. (5) to observe the differences in results due to the reduced 
number of observations, from 25 to 21.  Both regressions utilize the MergeDiff, 
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AfterNameDiff, dn, and dec variables.  The results are quite similar to those in col. (5), with a 
slightly more negative coefficient on MergeDiff and a somewhat greater explanatory power, 
0.026 higher than the adjusted R2 value in col. (5).  This could mean that regression (6) 
explains more of the variance in the data than regression (5).   
In comparison to regression (6), regression (7) drops the dec variable and adds the 
first-differenced variable for percent female degrees earned in the U.S. in economics, which 
we label as dne.  This variable was significant in the non-first-differenced regressions 
shown in Tables 12a and b, but is insignificant here.  Unfortunately, none of the variable 
coefficients are significant except MergeDiff, the coefficient of which, -17.36, is significant at 
the 0.05 level.  Even the adjusted R2 value of 0.145 is unremarkable, differing little from the 
adjusted R2 value in regression (6) of 0.144. 
Regression (8) in Table 14 is structurally equivalent in its variables to regression 
(7), albeit with the addition of the first-differenced variable for percent of U.S. degrees in 
CE earned by females, denoted by dnc.  Interestingly, although the dnc variable itself is not 
significant in regression (8), its addition seems to have an impact on the significance of the 
coefficients for MergeDiff and AfterNameDiff.  Specifically, the MergeDiff coefficient of -
13.33 loses its significance, while the AfterNameDiff coefficient of -14.92 gains significance 
at the 0.10 level.  A joint F-test on the three variables, dn, dne, and dnc together, with an F-
value of 0.41, is insignificant, as is the F-test for the four variables taken together (including 
AfterNameDiff), with an F-value of 0.99. 
To summarize, these results show that the variable representing the merger clearly 
displays significance, which implies that the merger did indeed have an impact on the 
 48 
 
percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC.  Depending on the other variables that were 
included (or excluded) in the regression, the variable representing the name change was 
also found to be significant at the 0.10 level, indicating that the name change had a negative 
impact on dY (and thereby on Y) as well.   
 
6.3.  Comparison of OLS Regressions and First-Differenced Regressions 
There are many differences between the results in the OLS regressions in Table 12a 
and Table 12b, and the OLS first-differenced regressions in Table 14.  The nature of the 
two types of regressions results in the majority of these differences. 
To begin, the number of observations themselves differ between the two sets.  This 
is because first-differenced data is calculated as a difference of two consecutive 
observations, thereby effectively eliminating one observation (the first in the series, in this 
case) and reducing the total number of observations by 1.  The calculation of first-
differences also means that the variables themselves are not exactly the same, because they 
represent the differenced version of the original time series.   
The OLS regressions consistently include variables that are nonstationary, which is 
important to remember when considering goodness-of-fit measures such as adjusted R2 
value.  The adjusted R2 values in our OLS regressions reported in Table 12a and Table 12b 
are quite high, with even the lowest reported value not dipping below 0.852.  Without the 
application of any post-estimation tests, this means that all of the regressions presented in 
Table 12a and Table 12b employ models that account for at least 85.2 percent of the 
variance in the data.  Unfortunately, nonstationarity in a variable can artificially inflate the 
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adjusted R2 value, which can lead to the misinterpretation of regression results as more 
accurate than they actually are.  Thus, while the first-differenced regressions in Table 14 
have removed the majority of the nonstationarity present in the original data, their 
adjusted R2 values are much lower, ranging from 0.118 to 0.195.  The drastic difference in 
adjusted R2 values between Tables 12a and b and Table 14 may indicate that much of the 
so-called explanation of the variance by the models in Table 12a and Table 12b is actually 
contributed by the nonstationarity of the variables, and not by the accuracy of the models 
themselves.  The same is also true regarding the fact that more variables are statistically 
significant at higher values in the OLS regressions than in the first-differenced regressions.  
That is, the nonstationarity in the variables in the OLS regressions may account for a large 
portion of a variable’s significance, rather than the true accuracy of the model.  
Given the small number of observations in this time-series dataset—26 at the 
highest—the introduction of the trend variable to the OLS regressions is another way 
(other than first-differences) to deal with eliminating any consistent changes over time in 
the dependent variable. 
 
6.4.  Summary and Conclusions 
 With a maximum of 26 observations, the data sample is simply too small to be able 
to make truly robust statements about the underlying causes of the decline in the percent 
female of CE/F majors at UIUC.  However, our results allow us to state that there do exist 
some relationships that are worth further investigation.   
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 The fact that both the original and first-differenced versions of the Merge variable 
was statistically significant in all but one of the regressions in Table 12a, Table 12b and 
Table 14 indicates that we can safely conclude that the merger had a substantial impact on 
the regressand (Y for the regressions in Table 12a and Table 12b, and dY for the 
regressions in Table 14).  From the results presented in Table 12a alone, we can see that 
the merger clearly influenced the percent female of CE/F majors at UIUC at a magnitude 
ranging from -13.75 to -24.63 percentage points, all at a significance level of 0.05 or better.  
It is striking how similar the results for the merger are in the first-differenced regressions 
in Table 14, where they range from -13.33 to -17.39.  Both estimation methods produce the 
same results about the merger, indicating it significantly reduced the percent female in the 
CE/F major at UIUC. 
 The variable representing the name change of the major (AfterName for the 
regressions in Table 12a and Table 12b, and AfterNameDiff for the regressions in Table 
14) may also have had an impact on the dependent variable.  In Table 12a and Table 12b, 
the AfterName variable is significant in three regressions, at magnitudes spanning from -
10.04 to -13.59, which implies that the change in name of the major negatively influenced 
the percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC by between 10.04 and 13.59 percentage 
points.  The variable is also significant in two of the regressions in Table 14 with values of -
12.87 and -14.92.  It is also close to significant in most of the other regressions in this table.  
Thus, there is a possibility that the change in name did in fact spur a disproportionate 
number of women to choose a major other than CEF at UIUC.   
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 Table 12a was the only table with significant values for the coefficient on the 
variable representing the percentage of females earning 4-year degrees in the U.S., labeled 
n.  However, this may mean that n had a greater influence on the decline in the percent 
female majoring in CE/F at UIUC in the earlier years (1983 to 1986) that were later omitted 
in our other regressions.  Still, it should be noted that the coefficient for n is negative, which 
implies that national trends in female degree-earners influence the level of females in CE/F 
negatively by about 3.4 percentage points.  This may translate to the idea that as more 
women earn degrees, fewer of them choose to major in CE/F-related disciplines.   
 Table 12b shows some significance for the variable representing the percentage of 
female-earned degrees in economics in the U.S., denoted by ne.  This may mean that ne 
positively influences Y by either 1.98 percentage points (as in col. (3) in Table 12b) or 2.79 
percentage points (in col. (4) in Table 12b) for a one percentage point change in degrees in 
economics.  This allows us to say with some confidence that our intuition was correct in 
hypothesizing that comparing data on CE majors and degrees to economics majors and 
degrees would be legitimate because the students would see that the two disciplines are 
related and would make decisions about majoring in them based upon some of the same 
criteria.  According to the results in Table 12b, they are indeed positively related, and thus 
our comparisons between the two disciplines were appropriate.  These results, however, 
do not hold up in the first-differenced estimates in Table 14, requiring these conclusions to 
be tentative. 
  In our analysis, we included the data on age at first marriage for both OLS and first-
differenced regressions.  Unfortunately, any results we obtained with age at first marriage 
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included were poorly fitted, as well as the coefficient for the variable representing age at 
first marriage was never significant.  As a result, we cannot support the idea that female 
age at first marriage influences the percent female of majors in CE/F at UIUC over time.   
 Again, when drawing conclusions from our regression results, adjusted R2 values 
should be tentatively approached as a goodness-of-fit measure.  This is due to the presence 
of nonstationarity in the majority of the variables tested in Table 12a and Table 12b, 
shown by the Dickey-Fuller test statistics in Table 13.  Thus, the first-differenced 
regressions were run as an attempt to mitigate the problem of nonstationarity, and while 
stationarity was successfully implemented, Table 14 reveals through much lower adjusted 
R2 values that the accuracy of our econometric models is not as robust as we originally 
intended them to be.   
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Chapter 7. Conclusions, Recommendations, and Prospects for Future Research 
We analyzed data to test hypotheses on the decline in females as a percentage of 
CE/F major at UIUC since the major began in 1982 to assess the impact of a merger with 
the Agricultural Economics Department in 1995.  Aside from the merger itself, the gender 
composition could have been affected by national trends in Economics and CE majors, by 
competing majors on campus that would send students or attract them away, and by the 
change in the name of the major in 1997 to include the then-trendy word “Finance” in the 
title.  The goal of this project was to seek ways to abate the continual decline before the 
major no longer has any women left and its overall enrollment falls off. 
Firstly, we did find that there has indeed been a statistically significant drop in the 
share of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC from 1983 to 2008.  This indicates that the 
decrease in the share of females that was observed by the ACE faculty was more than just 
speculation, and cannot be completely explained away through randomness.   
It was found that the trends in the percent female of CE/F majors are reflective of 
national trends in female degrees earned, but are negatively correlated.  In actuality, we 
found that the percentage of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC was correlated with the 
percentage of earned degrees by females at 4-year institutions at a magnitude of about -
3.40 percentage points.  This indicates that as the share of female degree earners increased 
from 1983 to 2008, the share of female CE/F majors at UIUC actually decreased.  This could 
possibly translate to the idea that as more women earned degrees, fewer of them choose to 
major in CE/F-related disciplines.   
Additionally, we found that there does exist a positive correlation between trends in 
the percentage of female CE/F majors and trends in the national percentage of female 
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degree earners in Economics.  It seems that a one-unit increase in the share of U.S. female 
Economics degrees earned predicts a 2 percentage-point increase in the share of female 
CE/F majors at UIUC, essentially implying that we can look to national trends in female 
Economics majors to get an idea of the popularity of the CE/F major for women.  CE/F is 
thus viewed as having similarities to Economics, its root discipline. 
Unfortunately, our regression results indicated that there is not a statistically 
significant relationship between national trends in CE degrees earned by females and the 
percent female of UIUC CE/F majors.  There is also not a statistically significant relationship 
between the share of females majoring in Economics at UIUC and the share of females 
majoring in CE/F at UIUC.   
The sharp drop in the percentage of females from the year before the merger (1994) 
to the year of the merger (1995) indicates that the merger per se seems to have had an 
adverse impact on the share of female CE/F majors.  Indeed, econometric analysis of our 
data indicated that the merger did have a significant and detrimental influence on the 
percentage of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC at a magnitude of around 16 percentage 
points.  Thus, we can say with confidence that the merger with the Agricultural Economics 
Department did, in fact, negatively impact the percent female majoring in CE/F at UIUC. 
The name change appears to have driven the percentage of female CE/F majors at 
UIUC down as well.  Several regression results indicate that the name change significantly 
and negatively impacted the percentage of females majoring in CE/F at a magnitude of 
around 12 percentage points.  While this magnitude is slightly smaller than the magnitude 
of the impact from the merger, it indicates that the name change further influences the 
decline in the percentage of females majoring in CE/F at UIUC.   
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The data show that the rate at which women transfer out of CE/F has been declining 
relative to the rate at which men do, which is inconsistent with our hypothesis that women 
transfer out at a greater rate than men do, and that the relative rate has been increasing.  
Interestingly, a preponderance of women transferred into LAS English and Communication 
from CE/F, which consist of majors that have been historically female (NCES 1990-2009).  
Also, a large portion of both men and women who transferred out of CE/F eventually ended 
up in LAS Economics.  This is not necessarily consistent with either of the hypotheses 
concerning students’ being attracted to or repulsed by a business-oriented discipline.  
Interestingly, the third most popular major for women to transfer to was largely female 
Other Social and Behavioral Science majors, also in LAS, emerging in the post-merger 
environment.  While the Finance major in the CoB absorbed about 7 percent of students 
who transferred out, the numbers show that it was especially attractive to men.   
As a proportion of CE/F majors of their own gender, women transfer in at a rate 
nearly double that of men and that has not declined over time.  While the largest number of 
women transfer to CE/F from the LAS General Curriculum, the fact that 14 percent were 
from Food Science and Human Nutrition (FSHN) indicates that it contributed more women 
than Finance took away.  This phenomenon of seeking a nearby major is further seen in the 
next most popular source of women transfers into CE/F:  Agribusiness, Farm and Financial 
Management (AFFM) in the ACE Department, which contributed over 8 percent of female 
transfers.  In fact, other majors in the ACE Department and more broadly in the ACES 
College contribute a substantial proportion of transfers into CE/F but do not take away 
near as high a proportion.  This could imply something about women’s perceptions of the 
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atmosphere or environment in the ACES College compared to other colleges.  While the 
mobility between AFFM and CE/F goes in both directions with similar numbers, the female 
transfer-out rate at 5.4 percent is 3 percentage points lower than the female transfer-in 
rate at 8.4 percent.  Since AFFM has typically been a strongly male-dominated field, this 
may mean that CE/F was viewed as more 'female-friendly' than AFFM.   
Policy recommendations that stem from the findings in this project involve a 
general understanding of the fact that over the years (at least since 1983), the CE/F 
discipline has become less of an attractive option as a major to women.  It is quite possible 
that there are a number of women who may be interested in majoring in CE/F, but are 
turned away due to its low level of attractiveness.  Thus, in order to make the 
undergraduate program and major more robust and gender-integrated, something must be 
done to entice females to it in a way that differs from previous attempts. 
As a result, we suggest showcasing the CE/F major in a more attractive way to 
females.  Possibilities for improvement include an updating of class descriptions to include 
more modern terminology and topics, perhaps a different web presence that caters more to 
females, and an active campus presence of CE/F-related student organizations with a high 
percentage of participating women.   
The next step to take in this project would be to incorporate the updated descriptive 
analyses on transfers in and out of the major into the regression analyses.  After that, an 
analysis of the phenomenon of “tipping” could help explain recent large declines in percent 
female in CEF (Pan 2011).  Because the gender differences in the transfer pools into and 
out of the major do not seem to explain the decline in women, it could be useful to study the 
freshman applicant pool, and the gender composition of the freshman class in particular.  
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Since women are not transferring out of CE/F to the extent posited, data on the 
characteristics and gender composition of the initial applicant pool may be the necessary 
ingredient to explain why CE/F has experienced such a steady decline in female presence 
over the years.  Policy implications and recommendations to stem the tide of declining 
female enrollments will then be able to be further developed from these results.   
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Variable
Trend -0.38 -0.01
(-0.48) (-0.01)
Merge -14.47 ** -15.21 ** -19.70 *** -15.27 **
(-2.63) (-2.60) (-3.86) (-2.26)
MergeDiff
AfterMerger
AfterName -5.09 -4.31 -10.94 ** -13.59 *
(-1.06) (-0.83) (-2.14) (-2.04)
Percent Female
U.S. All Degrees Earned -2.15 -1.42 -1.10 -2.60
(-1.05) (-0.55) (-0.56) (-1.04)
U.S. Economics Degrees Earned 1.98 ** 2.79 *
(2.15) (2.07)
U.S. Consumer Economics Degrees Earned -0.70
(-1.18)
UIUC Economics majors 0.47 0.24
(1.09) (0.37)
Constant 164.54 137.36 64.73 169.82
(1.43) (1.05) (0.54) (1.13)
Observations 22 22 22 22
Adjusted R2 0.886 0.881 0.904 0.901
Notes:  t-statistics are in parentheses.  Significant at the 0.10 (*), 0.05 (**), and 0.01 (***) levels.  UIUC = University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.
Table 12b: OLS Regressions of Percent Female in UIUC Consumer 
Economics Major, 1987-2008
(1) (2) (3) (4)
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Table 13.  Dickey-Fuller Test Statistics
# Variable Name
Test 
Statistic
p-value
1 Y -1.429 0.568
2 dY -5.321 0.000
3 Merge -1.043 0.737
4 MergeDiff -4.583 0.000
5 AfterMerger -0.959 0.768
6 AfterName -0.811 0.816
7 AfterNameDiff -5.000 0.000
8 n -1.594 0.487
10 dn -4.113 0.000
11 ne -1.064 0.729
12 dne -2.702 0.074
13 nc -3.010 0.034
14 dnc -3.648 0.005
15 ec -0.440 0.903
16 dec -5.457 0.000
Note: Since Merge,  AfterMerger,  and AfterName 
are binary dummy variables , they a lways  exhibi t 
a  unit root. 
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Figure 3. Correlogram of Y (Percent Female Majors in CEF at UIUC, 1983 – 2008) 
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Figure 5. Correlogram of dY (First Difference of Percent Female Majors in CEF at UIUC, 1983 – 
2008) 
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Appendix A 
 
The following appendix contains information regarding data used in this thesis that is 
essential for further clarification of main points and for transparency of the research methods used.   
 
UIUC-SPECIFIC DATA  
(Data that was obtained from various UIUC-affiliated sources  
regarding information on UIUC students) 
 
 
Data on ACE 476 (Family Economics) enrollment over time 
 
 
 
Timeline 
 
1962 -  Dr. Marilyn Dunsing started the Family and Consumer Economics (FACE) 
department in the School of Human Resources and Family Studies (SHRFS) at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC). 
 
 
1979 -  Dr. Marilyn Dunsing appointed Director of SHRFS.  Dr. Andrea Beller was hired and 
took over teaching of the upper-level undergraduate Family Economics course 
(FACE 370), previously taught by Marilyn Dunsing.   
 
1980 -  FACE 370 is crosslisted as AGEC 370. 
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1982 - Consumer Economics (CE) major is first offered to undergraduates in the FACE 
department. 
FACE 370 is crosslisted with the Economics Department as ECON 346. 
 
1995 -  Under a reorganization of the College of Agriculture, the then Consumer Sciences 
Division in SHRFS merged with the Department of Agricultural Economics to create 
the Department of Agricultural and Consumer Economics (ACE) in the College of 
Agricultural, Consumer and Environmental Sciences (ACES).   
 
1996 - FACE 370 is changed to ACE 370. 
FACE 370 is no longer crosslisted as AGEC 370. 
 
1997 - Name of major changed from Consumer Economics (CE) to Consumer Economics 
and Finance (CEF). 
1997-1998 – Some enrollment maintained in CE major until ongoing students graduated. 
            1999 – First year of the CEF major alone. 
 
2004 -   Introduction of the Banner computer system at UIUC. 
ACE 370 is changed to ACE 476. 
ACE 370 is no longer crosslisted with the Economics Department as ECON 346.  This 
results in a noticeable drop in enrollment in the course. 
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ACE 476 Enrollment Data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Year Male Female Total
Percent 
Female
1979 1 6 7 85.7
1980 3 10 13 76.9
1981 0 10 10 100.0
1982 8 19 27 70.4
1983 8 15 23 65.2
1984 12 19 31 61.3
1985 16 18 34 52.9
1986 13 30 43 69.8
1987 17 24 41 58.5
1988 20 42 62 67.7
1989 12 27 39 69.2
1990 23 27 50 54.0
1991 10 16 26 61.5
1992 11 17 28 60.7
1993 13 16 29 55.2
1994 21 20 41 48.8
1995 13 19 32 59.4
1996 20 21 41 51.2
1997 27 33 60 55.0
1998 40 31 71 43.7
1999 23 26 49 53.1
2000 30 20 50 40.0
2001 28 21 49 42.9
2002 26 24 50 48.0
2003 32 18 50 36.0
2004 14 15 29 51.7
2005 18 15 33 45.5
2006 28 13 41 31.7
2007 26 15 41 36.6
2008 30 15 45 33.3
All 543 602 1145 52.6
Source: UIUC Division of Management Information; Prepared report. 
Table revised from Cott (2008).
Table A-1.  Enrollment in ACE 476 
(Family Economics), Total Combined 
Students by Year, 1979-2008
 83 
 
Data Sources 
 
This data set consists of enrollments in FACE 370/ACE 370/ACE 476.  The data were 
obtained by the DMI from on-campus Fall course tapes from 1979 to 2008.  These data are not 
available on-line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Item Description
Information 
obtained
Details
Term/Year
Academic year (AY) beginning the fall 
semester of the given year
For all 
students
Range: 1979-2008
Subject/Course 
Number
The course number in which the 
student registered
For all 
students
Possible values: FACE 370, AGEC 370, ACE 370, ACE 476, ECON 
346
Gender Self-reported student gender
For all 
students
F for female, M for male
Student Class
Class in which the student was enrolled 
during the semester of interest
For all 
students
Possible values:  FR for Freshman, SO for Sophomore, JR for 
Junior, SR for Senior, ND for undergraduate non-degree, 2D 
for undergraduate 2nd degree, GR for graduate student, PR 
for professional student in Medicine, Law, or Veterinary 
Medicine
Academic College
Academic College at the time of 
enrollment in the course of interest
For all 
students
N/A
College/Curriculum/
Program
College/curriculum/program in which 
the student was enrolled during the 
semester of interest
For all 
students
Item was referred to as 'college/curriculum' prior to 2004.  
Beginning in 2004 and thereafter, item was referred to as a 
'program'.
Major
Major in which the student was 
enrolled during the semester of 
interest
For all 
students
N/A
ACT/ACTEQ Score Highest ACT/ACTEQ composite score
Only if 
available
If the student took the ACT, the highest earned composite 
score was recorded.  If the student took the SAT, the ACT 
Equivalent Score (ACTEQ) was computed and recorded.  
Scores are from tests taken after August 1991.
Graded Credit Hours
The number of credit hours the student 
earned via taking and successfully 
passing the course of interest
Only if 
available
Undergraduates typically earned 3 credit hours; graduate 
students typically earned 4 credit hours.
Grade Earned in the 
Course
Letter grade for the course, earned by 
the student
Only if 
available
Grade earned ranged from A to F.  Plus and minus grades 
were not issued at UIUC until 1994.
ID
Randomly assigned identification 
number for each student
For all 
students
A unique, random number was assigned for each individual 
student in this data set.  The computerized random number 
generator created IDs ranging from 1 to 1136.
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information; Prepared report
Table A-2:  Content Description/Explanation for the Data Set on ACE 476 Enrollment over Time
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Data on gender composition of CE/F majors over time 
 
 
Discussion of Changing Major Name 
 
From 1982 to 1994, the name of the major of interest was Consumer Economics (CE).  After 
the merger (between the then Consumer Sciences Division in SHRFS and the Department of 
Agricultural Economics, which created the ACE Department in ACES) in 1995, the name of the same 
major was changed in 1997 to Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF).  Thus, when we refer to 
students over the entire time period, we label them CE/F to indicate the inclusion of both names of 
the major.  In fact, in 1997 and 1998 both CE and CEF existed.  Some enrollment was maintained in 
the CE major until ongoing students graduated (see Table A-3).  The year 1999 was the first year of 
the CEF major alone. 
Included in this data set are students who were enrolled in the following majors from 1982 
to 2008: Consumer Economics (CE); Human Resources and Family Studies – Family and Consumer 
Economics (HRFS-FACE); International, Resource and Consumer Economics – Consumer Economics 
and Finance (IRCE-CEF); and Agricultural and Consumer Economics – Consumer Economics and 
Finance (ACE-CEF).  We view all students included in these majors as being enrolled in our major of 
interest.  We treated all students included in these majors as a single major in the data analysis, 
although both existed at the same time from 1997-1998.  
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Data Source 
 
The Division of Management Information (DMI) maintains a website at 
www.dmi.illinois.edu which contains a wealth of data that was necessary for the completion of our 
project.  (We originally obtained the same data from Dr. Carol Livingstone, Director of the campus 
DMI at the time.)  The title of the report is “Student Enrollment Reports; Enrollment by Curriculum, 
Race, Sex, and Residency,” which was compiled and prepared by Elizabeth Weiss of the DMI.  
Enrollment statistics are from the official tenth day of on-campus terms.  Prior to Fall 2004, student 
enrollment reports are sorted (via DMI) by college and curriculum code, and then list the degree-
granting and advising departments for each curriculum.  Starting in Fall 2004, the reports are 
sorted by college, department code, and major code.  
Only students taking at least one on-campus, credit-bearing class are included in the report.  
Excluded from the report are students taking only non-credit classes, students 
taking only extramural or off-campus classes, and Medical Scholars taking no on-campus, non-
Medical Scholars Program (MSP) classes. 
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Year
Curriculum 
Code
Curriculum/Program Name Total Male Female
Percent 
Female
1982 153311 CONSM ECONf 2 1 1 50.0
1983 153311 CONSM ECON 14 2 12 85.7
1984 153311 CONSM ECON 21 4 17 81.0
1985 153311 CONSM ECON 30 8 22 73.3
1986 153311 CONSM ECON 36 13 23 63.9
1987 153311 CONSM ECON 40 12 28 70.0
1988 153311 CONSM ECON 44 11 33 75.0
1989 153311 CONSM ECON 46 13 33 71.7
1990 153311 CONSM ECON 57 21 36 63.2
1991 153311 CONSM ECON 75 30 45 60.0
1992 153311 CONSM ECON 47 20 27 57.4
1993 153311 CONSM ECON 46 12 34 73.9
1994 153311 CONSM ECON 38 14 24 63.2
1995b 153311 CONSM ECON 33 18 15 45.5
1996 153311 CONSM ECON 35 20 15 42.9
1997c 152201 IRCE-CEF 32 18 14 43.8
153311 CONSM ECON 6 2 4 66.7
1997 Total 38 20 18 47.4
1998 152201 IRCE-CEF 50 35 15 30.0
153311 CONSM ECON 3 0 3 100.0
1998 Total 53 35 18 34.0
1999 152201 IRCE-CEF 77 47 30 39.0
2000 152201 IRCE-CEF 76 51 25 32.9
2001 152201 IRCE-CEF 90 59 31 34.4
2002 152201 IRCE-CEF 89 48 41 46.1
2003 152201 IRCE-CEF 87 54 33 37.9
2004d 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 101 68 33 32.7
2005 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 104 67 37 35.6
2006 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 68 44 24 35.3
10KL5007BS ACE-CEF 55 36 19 34.5
2006 Total 123 80 43 35.0
2007 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 27 15 12 44.4
10KL5007BS ACE-CEF 123 84 39 31.7
2007 Total 150 99 51 34.0
2008e 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 8 6 2 25.0
10KL5007BS ACE-CEF 125g 92 32 25.6
2008 Total 133 98 34 25.6
2009 10KL0018BS IRCE-CEF 1 1 0 0.0
10KL5007BS ACE-CEF 92 66 26 28.3
2009 Total 93 67 26 28.0
2010 10KL5007BS ACE-CEF 80 57 23 28.8
Total 1858 1049 808 43.5
aThe Consumer Economics major began in 1982.
bThe merger occurred with Agricultural Economics in 1995.
dA new computer system for campuswide record-keeping called Banner was introduced.
eA new Financial Planning major began in Fall  2008.
gThe gender of one student in this group was recorded as "unknown".
fExplanations for major names are as follows:  CONSM ECON = Consumer Economics; IRCE-CEF = International, Resource and 
Consumer Economics, Consumer Economics & FInance concentration; ACE-CEF = Agricultural and Consumer Economics, 
Consumer Economics & Finance concentration
cThe name change from Consumer Economics to Consumer Economics and Finance occurred in 1997.
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information Student Enrollment Reports (http://www.dmi.il l inois.edu/stuenr/); Prepared 
report
Table A-3:  Detail of Enrollment in the CE/F Major at UIUC by Gender 
and Year, 1982-2010a
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Data on gender composition of other Economics and Business majors over time 
 
We analyzed the gender composition of the following undergraduate majors/colleges 
related to Consumer Economics at UIUC over time: Liberal Arts and Sciences (LAS) Economics 
major, College of Business (CoB) Economics major (which existed prior to 1979 and continued 
through Spring 2003, although there remained students in the CoB Economics major until 2007), 
CoB Finance major and CoB overall (i.e. all majors housed within CoB).  Detail of enrollment of 
these majors are shown in Table A-4, A-5, A-6 and A-7, respectively.  The LAS Economics major and 
the CoB Economics major were combined together for the data analysis in the text of this thesis.   
 
 
Data Source 
 
See explanation of data source given previously in the portion of this Appendix titled  
“Data on gender composition of CE/F majors over time.” 
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Year
Curriculum 
Code
Curriculum/Program 
Name
Total Male Female
Percent 
Female
1982 1716 ECONOMICS 63 47 16 25.4
1983 1716 ECONOMICS 50 35 15 30.0
1984 1716 ECONOMICS 45 30 15 33.3
1985 1716 ECONOMICS 38 23 15 39.5
1986 1716 ECONOMICS 37 23 14 37.8
1987 1716 ECONOMICS 54 34 20 37.0
1988 1716 ECONOMICS 62 34 28 45.2
1989 1716 ECONOMICS 65 41 24 36.9
1990 1716 ECONOMICS 70 47 23 32.9
1991 1716 ECONOMICS 58 35 23 39.7
1992 1716 ECONOMICS 68 40 28 41.2
1993 1716 ECONOMICS 76 40 36 47.4
1994 1716 ECONOMICS 59 35 24 40.7
1995 1716 ECONOMICS 58 33 25 43.1
1996 1716 ECONOMICS 58 38 20 34.5
1997 1716 ECONOMICS 50 33 17 34.0
1998 1716 ECONOMICS 64 39 25 39.1
1999 1716 ECONOMICS 59 43 16 27.1
2000 1716 ECONOMICS 70 48 22 31.4
2001 1716 ECONOMICS 69 38 31 44.9
2002 1716 ECONOMICS 58 38 20 34.5
2003 1716 ECONOMICS 62 43 19 30.6
2004 10KM0074BS ECONOMICS 30 20 10 33.3
2005 10KM0074BS ECONOMICS 16 12 4 25.0
2006 10KM0074BS ECONOMICS 7 6 1 14.3
2007 10KM0074BS ECONOMICS 1 1 0 0.0
2008b N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2009 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
2010 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total 1347 856 491 36.5
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information Student Enrollment Reports (http://www.dmi.il l inois.edu/stuenr/); 
Prepared report
Table A-5:  Detail of Enrollment in the CoB Economics major at UIUC 
by Gender and Year, 1982-2010a
bThe Economics major in the CoB ceased to exist after Spring 2007.  No new students were admitted into this major after 
2003.
aThroughout the years, the genders of various students are sometimes recorded as "unknown."  Thus the "Total" column 
may not always equal the sum of the "Male" and "Female" columns.
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Year
Curriculum/Program 
Code
Curriculum/Program 
Name
Total Male Female
Percent 
Female
1982 1720 FINANCE 506 306 200 39.5
1983 1720 FINANCE 556 321 235 42.3
1984 1720 FINANCE 518 293 225 43.4
1985 1720 FINANCE 573 319 254 44.3
1986 1720 FINANCE 613 327 286 46.7
1987 1720 FINANCE 608 348 260 42.8
1988 1720 FINANCE 626 366 260 41.5
1989 1720 FINANCE 661 407 254 38.4
1990 1720 FINANCE 716 480 236 33.0
1991 1720 FINANCE 629 448 181 28.8
1992 1720b,c,d FINANCE 529 389 140 26.5
1993 1720b,c,d FINANCE 495 353 142 28.7
1994 172001c,d FINANCE 538 389 149 27.7
1995 172001c,d FINANCE 628 436 192 30.6
1996 172001c,d FINANCE 608 409 199 32.7
1997 172001d FINANCE 700 478 222 31.7
1998 1720b,d FINANCE 778 526 252 32.4
1999 1720b FINANCE 874 572 302 34.6
2000 172001c FINANCE 877 566 311 35.5
2001 172001 FINANCE 907 583 324 35.7
2002 172001 FINANCE 883 575 308 34.9
2003 172001 FINANCE 800 546 254 31.8
2004 10KM0075BSe FINANCE 771 521 250 32.4
2005 10KM0075BSe FINANCE 803 571 231 28.8
2006 10KM0075BSe FINANCE 643 481 161 25.0
2007 10KM0075BSe FINANCE 552 407 143 25.9
2008 10KM0075BS FINANCE 598 409 188 31.4
2009 10KM0075BS FINANCE 545 393 152 27.9
2010 10KM0075BS FINANCE 436 308 128 29.4
Total 18,971 12,527 6,439 33.9
cIn addition to the displayed curriculum code, the following curriculum code applies:  172002
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information Student Enrollment Reports (http://www.dmi.il l inois.edu/stuenr/); Prepared 
report
dIn addition to the displayed curriculum code, the following curriculum code applies:  172003
eIn addition to the displayed program code, the following code applies:  10KM0076BS
bIn addition to the displayed curriculum code, the following curriculum code applies:  172001
Table A-6:  Detail of Enrollment in the CoB Finance major at UIUC by 
Gender and Year, 1982-2010a
aThroughout the years, the genders of various students are sometimes recorded as "unknown."  Thus the "Total" column may not 
always equal the sum of the "Male" and "Female" columns.
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Year College Name Total Male Female
Percent 
Female
1982 College of Business 4,393 2,450 1,943 44.2
1983 College of Business 4,242 2,259 1,983 46.7
1984 Commerce & Business Admin 3,795 1,953 1,842 48.5
1985 Commerce & Business Admin 3,830 1,959 1,871 48.9
1986 Commerce & Business Admin 3,784 1,981 1,803 47.6
1987 Commerce & Business Admin 3,771 2,079 1,692 44.9
1988 Commerce & Business Admin 3,944 2,223 1,721 43.6
1989 Commerce & Business Admin 3,946 2,288 1,658 42.0
1990 Commerce & Business Admin 4,129 2,478 1,651 40.0
1991 Commerce & Business Admin 4,150 2,483 1,667 40.2
1992 Commerce & Business Admin 4,107 2,471 1,636 39.8
1993 Commerce & Business Admin 4,062 2,423 1,639 40.3
1994 Commerce & Business Admin 3,905 2,296 1,609 41.2
1995 Commerce & Business Admin 3,988 2,356 1,632 40.9
1996 Commerce & Business Admin 4,038 2,359 1,679 41.6
1997 Commerce & Business Admin 4,088 2,380 1,708 41.8
1998 Commerce & Business Admin 4,124 2,411 1,713 41.5
1999 Commerce & Business Admin 4,136 2,398 1,738 42.0
2000 Commerce & Business Admin 4,118 2,362 1,756 42.6
2001 Commerce & Business Admin 4,380 2,520 1,860 42.5
2002 Commerce & Business Admin 4,269 2,500 1,769 41.4
2003 College of Business 4,099 2,412 1,687 41.2
2004 College of Business 3,708 2,174 1,533 41.3
2005 College of Business 3,760 2,220 1,534 40.8
2006 College of Business 3,880 2,326 1,547 39.9
2007 College of Business 3,731 2,206 1,516 40.6
2008 College of Business 3,949 2,316 1,626 41.2
2009 College of Business 3,905 2,271 1,630 41.7
2010 College of Business 3,886 2,220 1,664 42.8
Total 116,117 66,774 49,307 42.5
Table A-7:  Detail of Enrollment in the College of Business 
Overall at UIUC by Gender and Year, 1982-2010a
aThroughout the years, the genders of various students are sometimes recorded as 
"unknown."  Thus the "Total" column may not always equal the sum of the "Male" and 
"Female" columns.
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information Student Enrollment Reports 
(http://www.dmi.il l inois.edu/stuenr/); Prepared report
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Data Received on Individual Students who had Ever been CE/F Majors 
 
 
Outline of Original Data Request for DMI 
 
 
i. All individual undergraduate students who have EVER been Consumer 
Economics (CE)/Consumer Economics and Finance (CEF) majors by 
academic year (AY) since the major started in 1982 
1. Random ID number 
2. Gender 
3. Highest ACT/ACTEQ score 
4. Student class (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) 
5. Major/program for each year in school (freshman, sophomore, 
junior, senior) 
6. GPA (overall cumulative) and cumulative hours 
7. Degree information 
i. Whether student graduated 
ii. Date of graduation 
iii. Degree/program/major obtained 
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Item Description
Information 
obtained
Details
ID
Randomly assigned identification 
number for each student
For all 
students
A unique, random number was assigned for each 
individual student in this data set.  If the student had 
already been assigned an ID number in the previous 
data set (i.e. the student had taken ACE 476), then 
the records were matched and a new ID was not 
reassigned.
Term/Year
Academic year (AY) beginning the fall 
semester of the given year
For all 
students
Range: 1982-2009
Semester Particular semester of calendar year
For all 
students
Possible values: Fall, Spring, Summer
Gender Self-reported student gender
For all 
students
F for female, M for male
Student Class
Class in which the student was enrolled 
during the semester of interest
For all 
students
Possible values:  FR for Freshman, SO for 
Sophomore, JR for Junior, SR for Senior, ND for 
undergraduate non-degree, 2D for undergraduate 
2nd degree
Academic College
Academic College at the time of 
enrollment in the semester of interest
For all 
students
N/A
College/Curriculum/
Program
College/curriculum/program in which 
the student was enrolled during the 
semester of interest
For all 
students
Item was referred to as 'college/curriculum' prior to 
2004.  Beginning in 2004 and thereafter, item was 
referred to as a 'program'.
Major
Major in which the student was 
enrolled during the semester of 
interest
For all 
students
N/A
ACT/ACTEQ Score Highest ACT/ACTEQ composite score
Only if 
available
If the student took the ACT, the highest earned 
composite score was recorded.  If the student took 
the SAT, the ACT Equivalent Score (ACTEQ) was 
computed and recorded.  Scores are from tests taken 
after August 1991.
Cumulative GPA
Cumulative grade point average (GPA) 
of student upon graduation
Only if 
available
Cumulative GPAs range from 4.0 (highest) to 0.0 
(lowest).  
Source:  UIUC Division of Management Information; Prepared report
Table A-8:  Content Description/Explanation for the Data Set on All Students who had Ever Been 
CE/F Majors
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Issues 
 
In 2004, UIUC updated to a new record keeping software called Banner.  Unfortunately, the 
switchover caused the course tapes used by the DMI to obtain our data to become corrupted.  As a 
result, we are missing all records in this data set for the Spring and Summer semesters of 2004. 
 
NATIONAL DATA SETS 
 
 
 To facilitate effective comparison with our data from UIUC, we sought data sets reflecting 
trends on majors in CE/F at a national level.  Because the CE/F major itself is not widely reported 
on, we were often forced to analyze national data on Economics majors and/or degrees earned in 
Economics and utilize the substitution for CE/F as best we could.   
 
 
 
Data from John J. Siegfried 
 
 
 Many of our comparisons between UIUC data and national data were made via data on 
earned degrees in Economics, published by John J. Siegfried, professor of Economics at Vanderbilt 
University.  As reported in his 2010 paper regarding national trends in Economics majors, Siegfried 
conducted a survey of 281 institutions from 1991 through 2009 (Siegfried 2010).  These 281 
institutions account for 79.8 percent of earned bachelor’s degrees in Economics, as reported by the 
U.S. Department of Education for 2008 (NCES 2010, table 318).  Table A-9 gives a visual comparison 
of earned Economics degrees reported from NCES and earned Economics degrees reported from 
Siegfried from 1982 through 2007.  Out of the 281 institutions, 247 divided their reports on 
graduates by gender.    
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It should be noted that Siegfried updated (and thus changed) previous numbers with each 
new publication, because he was able to get data from an increasing number of institutions as the 
years and publications progressed.  These institutions were then able to provide information 
concerning previous years, thus requiring earlier tables to be updated in later publications. 
 
NCES Data 
 
 
The NCES provides information on degrees earned in specific majors in their annual Digest 
of Education Statistics (DES).  The fields of study obtained for our purposes were CE; 
Family/Consumer Resource Management (FCRM); Family resource management studies, general 
(FRMS); Family and consumer economics and related services, other (FCERS); Economics; 
Agricultural Economics; and Finance.  CE, FCRM, FRMS, and FCERS were chosen because the 
descriptions of these fields most closely resemble the UIUC CE/F major of interest.  Table A-10 
shows, by year, the number and percentage of females in these fields.  Additionally, Table A-10 also 
reports the DES publication year, the specific table from which the data was retrieved, and the 
name of the field(s) of study that was included in the sample.  Economics was chosen as a field of 
study to analyze because, as mentioned previously, the 281 institutions surveyed by Siegfried made 
up the majority of earned bachelor’s degrees in Economics, and would allow for more robust 
comparisons (see table A-9).  The majors of Agricultural Economics and Finance were also chosen 
for comparison purposes. 
The NCES also provides information on aggregate degrees earned in the DES, as shown in 
Table A-11.  The latest (2010) numbers are projected.   
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Total # Female % Female Total % Female
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1982 20,517 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1983 20,719 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1984 20,711 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1985 21,602 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1986 22,387 N/A N/A N/A N/A
1987 22,911 7,499 32.7 N/A N/A
1988 23,454 7,594 32.4 N/A N/A
1989 23,923 7,456 31.2 N/A N/A
1990 23,488 7,114 30.3 14,921 30.6
1991 23,423 7,007 29.9 14,662 30.9
1992 21,321 6,356 29.8 13,500 31.6
1993 19,496 5,749 29.5 12,018 30.3
1994 17,673 5,429 30.7 10,802 30.2
1995 16,674 5,040 30.2 10,476 30.8
1996 16,539 5,116 30.9 10,611 30.5
1997 17,074 5,410 31.7 11,170 32.0
1998 17,611 5,620 31.9 11,692 33.1
1999 18,441 6,125 33.2 12,167 33.1
2000 19,437 6,633 34.1 12,761 34.6
2001 20,927 7,109 34.0 14,327 33.7
2002 23,007 7,832 34.0 15,384 34.6
2003 24,069 8,008 33.3 16,555 33.1
2004 24,217 7,855 32.4 16,664 32.3
2005 23,807 7,414 31.1 16,619 32.9
2006 23,916 7,356 30.8 16,361 31.4
2007 25,278 7,744 30.6 17,352 31.2
Total 552,622 141,466 31.7 248,042 32.1
Table A-9.  Comparison Chart between earned Economics 
degrees reported from NCES and earned Economics degrees 
reported from Siegfried (2009)
Year
Economics Degrees from NCES
Economics Degrees 
from Siegfried
Source:  NCES Digest of Education Statistics : Issues 1990-
2009; Siegfried (2009)
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Total
% 
Female
DES 
Year
DES 
Table 
#
Categories Included in Sum
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1987 660 78.5 1991 234 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1988 747 73.5 1992 235 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1989 902 68.7 1993 241 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1990 843 66.3 1993 240 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1991 1,124 70.3 1993 242 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1992 1,285 71.4 1994 241 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1993 1,327 67.1 1995 244 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1994 1,215 68.1 1996 253 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1995 1,022 71.3 1997 253 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1996 1,149 74.1 1998 258 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1997 1,376 72.7 1999 257 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1998 1,584 69.4 2000 259 Family/Consumer Resource Management
1999 1,589 69.7 2001 258 Family/Consumer Resource Management
2000 1,613 68.9 2002 255 Family/Consumer Resource Management
2001 1,597 69.4 2003 255 Family/Consumer Resource Management
2002 1,518 69.0 2004 253
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2003 1,530 66.3 2005 252
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2004 1,449 62.9 2006 258
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2005 1,325 64.3 2007 265
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2006 1,237 65.5 2008 275
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2007 1,327 63.4 2009 275
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
2008 1,412 65.9 2010 275
Family resource management studies, general; Consumer economics; 
Family and consumer economics and related services, other
Total 24,110 64.8
Table A-10.  Earned CE/CEF degrees reported from NCES Digest of Education Statistics  (DES), source 
details
Year
CE/CEF Degrees 
from NCES
Source Location: CE/CEF Degrees from NCES 
Source:  NCES Digest of Education Statistics : Issues 1991-2010
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Total # Female
% 
Female
DES Year
DES 
Table #
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
1982 969,510 490,370 50.6 2009 268
1983 974,309 491,990 50.5 2009 268
1984 979,477 496,949 50.7 2009 268
1985 987,823 501,900 50.8 2009 268
1986 991,339 510,485 51.5 2009 268
1987 994,829 517,626 52.0 2009 268
1988 1,018,755 535,409 52.6 2009 268
1989 1,051,344 559,648 53.2 2009 268
1990 1,094,538 590,493 53.9 2009 268
1991 1,136,553 615,742 54.2 2009 268
1992 1,165,178 632,297 54.3 2009 268
1993 1,169,275 636,853 54.5 2009 268
1994 1,160,134 634,003 54.6 2009 268
1995 1,164,792 642,338 55.1 2009 268
1996 1,172,879 652,364 55.6 2009 268
1997 1,184,406 664,450 56.1 2009 268
1998 1,200,303 681,557 56.8 2009 268
1999 1,237,875 707,508 57.2 2009 268
2000 1,244,171 712,331 57.3 2009 268
2001 1,291,900 742,084 57.4 2009 268
2002 1,348,811 775,553 57.5 2009 268
2003 1,399,542 804,117 57.5 2009 268
2004 1,439,264 826,264 57.4 2009 268
2005 1,485,242 854,642 57.5 2009 268
2006 1,524,092 874,522 57.4 2009 268
2007 1,563,069 895,141 57.3 2009 268
2008 1,601,368 915,986 57.2 2010 279
2009 1,652,000 941,000 57.0 2010 279
2010 1,696,000 964,000 56.8 2010 279
Total 35,898,778 19,867,622 55.3
Table A-11.  All Earned Bachelors degrees reported from NCES 
Digest of Education Statistics  (DES), source details
Year
All Degrees from NCES
Source Location: All 
Degrees from NCES 
Source:  NCES Digest of Education Statistics : Issues 2009-2010
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Data from the Zick/Widdows papers on Consumer Economics 
 
The Zick/Widdows papers utilized data from two systems within the U. S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA): Research, Education & Economics Information System (REEIS) and Food & 
Agricultural Education Information System (FAEIS) Reports on degrees and enrollments.   
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Appendix B. 
DATA REQUESTED FROM OFFICE OF ADMISSIONS AND 
 RECORDS – BUT NOT OBTAINED 
 
 We requested this data from the UIUC Office of Admissions and Records (OAR) in 
order to analyze the demand among students for the CE/F major by gender. Due to various 
circumstances, OAR was unable to complete our request.  Therefore, we were unable to 
conduct statistical research on the data we requested from them. 
 
I. Data on Applicant Pool – Freshman and Off-Campus Transfers  
a. Applicants to the Freshmen class to the CE/F major 
i. First Name 
ii. Last Name 
iii. Birth Date 
iv. Gender 
v. University Identification Number (UIN) (if available) 
vi. Highest ACT/ACTEQ Score (if available) 
vii. High School Percentile or High School class rank 
viii. Final Decision (Admit/Deny) 
ix. Here on 10-day census date in year after admission (Y/N) 
x. High School name 
xi. Home zip code from application 
b. Off-Campus Transfer applicants to the major of Consumer Economics (from 
1982 to 1996) and Consumer Economics and Finance (from 1997 to present) 
i. First Name 
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ii. Last Name 
iii. Birth Date 
iv. Gender 
v. UIN (if available) 
vi. Student Class applied to (sophomore, junior, etc.) 
vii. Highest ACT/ACTEQ Score (if available) 
viii. Final Decision (Admit/Deny) 
ix. Here on 10-day census date in year after admission (Y/N) 
x. High School percentile or High School class rank (if available) 
xi. Name of College applying from 
 
II. Other desired data on Applicant Pool  
a. Applicants to the Freshmen class to all majors in the Agricultural and 
Consumer Economics (ACE) Department (from merger in 1995 to present) 
i. First Name 
ii. Last Name 
iii. Birth date 
iv. Gender 
v. UIN (if available) 
vi. Highest ACT/ACTEQ Score (from 1995 to present) 
vii. High School Percentile or High School class rank 
viii. Final Decision (Admit/Deny) 
ix. Here on 10-day census date in year after admission (Y/N) 
 102 
 
x. High school name 
xi. Home zip code from application 
b. Applicants to the Freshmen class to the major of LAS Economics (from 1982 
to present) 
i. First Name 
ii. Last Name 
iii. Birth date 
iv. Gender 
v. UIN (if available) 
vi. Highest ACT/ACTEQ Score (if available) 
vii. High School Percentile or High School class rank 
viii. Final Decision (Admit/Deny) 
ix. Here on 10-day census date in year after admission (Y/N) 
x. High school name 
xi. Home zip code from application 
 
 
